
Syoopsis of Contemporary Report! 

1927—1934 

ALL INDIA REPORTER 



54 I. A. 
49 All. 

^bALJ 

51 Bom. 


56 I. A. 

51 All. 

1929 AL J 

53 Bom. 


57 I. A. 
52 All. 


58 I. A. 
53 All. 


1930 A L J|1931 AL J 

54 Bom. 55 Bom. 


29 Bom L i?l31 Bom L ii|32 Bom L ii 33 Bom L E 

54 Cal. , 56 Cal. 57 Cal. 58 Cal. 

SICTKW C W N SiCWN 36 C W N 
45,46 C L 3i49. 60 C L J 61,62 C L J 53,54 c L J 


i 

8Lah. I mLah. 11 Lah. 

.28PLB\30PLR 3i P L H 


12 Lah. 

n p L h 


WCrL J j 30 Cr L J si Cr L J 32 Cr L J 


99 <0 105 /C!ll3tol20 7 0 


12110128 I C 


2^96 ft CrCsMad CrC 

31.32 MLW 

1927 M1F77,i929 MWN'i^sqm jy ^ 


54 Mad. 

m,6lML J 


1931 


23 N. L. R:25 N. L. R 
ION L J 


I & 2 Luck 


26 N L, R 

12 N L / 13 N iy J 

1929 Cr C J930 Cr C 

4 Luck. 5 Luck. 


14 N L J 
1931 Cr C 

6 Luck. 


4 0 TF N 1 
1 L C 
6 Pat. 


^ 0 ^ 7 0 TF N 


8 Pat. 


9 Pat. 


8 0 TF N 


10 Pat. 


8 p L r 

5 Rang, 

6 Bur L J 

20 & 21 SLR 


lOPLTlUPLr 12PPT 


7 Rang. 


8 Rang. 


$ 

23 S. L. R.|'24S. L. R. 


1932 j 

• J 

1933 

1934 

1 

1 

59 I. A. 

1 

60 I. A. 

61 I. A , 

54 All. 

55 All. 

56. All. 

1932 A LJ' 

1 

1933 AL J 

1934 AL J 

56 Bom. 

: 57 Bom. 

1 

58 Bom. 

34 Bom LB 

1 

!35 Dom L B 

i36 Bom L B 

59 CaL 

60 CaL 

61 CaL 

36C TFJV 

i 37 C TT 77 

‘ 38 C TT AT 

55. 56 CZ, J 

57. 58 CL 3 

59,60 C L J 

13 Lah. 

14 Lah. 

15 Lah. 

33 P L P 

it P L ^ 

{;■) P fj a 

, 33 Cr L Z 

34 Cr L / 

35 Cr L J 

135 toUOIC 

14Uol46/C 

147 I 0 to 

55 Mad. : 

56 Mad. 

57 Ma d. 

62. 63 MLJ 

64,65 ML 3 

GG,67M Z J 

5 Mad Cr C 

1933 iLfCr C 

1634 ill CrC 

35.36 MLW 

37, S8MLW 

39.40 9/lFN 

1932 MTFN 

1933 MWN, 

1 

1934 9/lFA^ , 

28 N. L. R 

29 N. L. R. 

30 N, L. R. 

15 N L J 

iCiN L J 

17 N L J 

1932 Cr C 

1933 C9- C 

1934 Cr C 

7 Luck. 

8 Luck. 

9 Luck 

9 0 IF N 

100 TF A 

11 0 M 

11 Pat. 

12 Pat. 

13 Pat. 

13 P LT 

14 P LT 

15 P LT 

10 Rang. 

11 Rang. 

12 Rang. 

26 S. L. R. 

27 S. L. R. 

82 S. L. R. 


I 



Synopsis of Contemporary Report! 

1914-1925 

ALL INDIA REPORTER 


II-f 


1914 


1916 


1918 


1920 


1922 


1924 


1925 


I - 


411. A. 
36 All. 

12 4 £ 7 


43 I. A 
38 All. 

UALJ 


45 I. A. 
40 All. 

ALJ 


47 I. A. 49 I. A. 
42 All. 44 All. 

18AL J 20 i L 7 


51 I. A. 52 I. A. 
46. All. 47 All. 

22 A L J 28 A L J 


38 Bom. 40 Bom. 42 Bom. 44 Bom. ' 46 Bom. 48 Bom. 49 Bom. 

16 Bom L li 18 Bom L B 20 Bom LB 22 Bom LB 24 Bom LB 26 Bom L B 21 Bom L B 

41 Cal. 43 Cal. 45 Cal. 47 Cal. 49 Cal. 51 Cal. 52 Cal. i 

18CWN 20 C T7 B 22 C ly N 24 C B ‘ 26 C O' N 28 C TF N 29 C W N 

19, 20 C. LJ 23,24 C L J 27,28 C LJ 31,32 C L 7 35,36 C LJ 39, 40 C L 7 41, 42 C £ 7 

1914 P.R. 1916P. R. 1918 P. R.I 1 Lah. 3 Lah. 5 Lah. 6 Lah. 

1914 P L B.1916 P L B, 1918 P£7s’ 1920 P L B 1^22 P £ B 

1914 PWB, 1916 PWB il918 PIF B 1920 P W B ‘222 P Tl’ B 

15 Cr £ 7 ' n Cr L J I 19 Cr L 7 21 Cr £ 7 1 23 Cr £ 7 ' 25 Cr £ 7 26 Cr £ 7 

22 to 25 I C 32 to 36 I CA8 to 487 C 54 5,2 7 (■ 64 to 68 I Ci75 to 84 1C 85 to 90 I C 

37 Mad 39 Mad. 41 Mad. 43 Mad. 45 Mad. 47 Mad. 48 Mad. 

26. 27 A7£7 39 , 31 ji/L./ 34,35 ML.T 39,39 ju L j42, 43 ML.J 46,47 ML 7 48. 49 MLJ 

15,16 M LI 19 20 Jl/£2'23,24 MLT 27 ', 28 il7£'p30. 31 MLT 8i. 35 ML! 

1 M LW 3 , 4 7,8 j 17 7 ^ 11 ' 377 ,II'15,16 MLW 19,20 JU£Tr 81,22 iV£Ty 

1914 Jl/TFA’i 9 i(; jViy.V 1918 .¥1^77 1920 .V ir A' 1222 . 1 /Il'B 1924 .l/iyB 1925717 17 77 

ION L. R 12 N. L. R. 14 N.L.R. ig N. L. R. ‘8 N. L, R. >0 N. L. R. 21 N. L. R. 



1 \ N L 7 3 7 ^ ,7 

0 .V L J 

1 N L J 

S N L J 

17 0 . C. 

19 0 . C. 21 0 . C. 23 0 . C. 

25 0 . C. 

27 0 . C. 

2% 0 . C 

\ 0 L J 

3 0 L J ,5 0 7j .7 7 0 ij j 

i) () L J 

\ \ 0 L J 

V2 0 L J 


1 Pat L. J.3 Pat L. J 5 Pat. L. J. 

1 Pal. 

3 Pat. 

2 0 ir N 


pace 

iivii nice 

4 Pat. 




'1 l\u. L H 

i9'2ri Pin ( 


1 Pat L Tr l,r> Pill LW 1 p L T 

P L T 

b P LT 

; PtM L u 

1 



% 

6 p ij r 

1 L B. R. 

L. B. R. y L B R. 10 L. B. R. 

11 L. B. R 



2 U. B. R. 

2 U B, R. 3 U B R. 4 U. B, R 

4 U. B R. 

2 Rang. 

3 Rang. 

7 JU<r L T 

9 Bur L T 1 1 ILir J, f 13 Bur. L T 

, 1 Pur L i 

.1 Pur ^ 7 

■1 Pur L J 

8 S. L. R. 

10 S. L. R. 12 S. L. R. 14 S. L. R. 

1 

16 S. L. R 

17 S. L. R. 

18 S. L R. 









THE 



dd:>jated 

BY 

SHR’ AMA.9 naTH WAINA 
(’19! n-1 930} 
Former A(U'!ic w ucneral^ 
JimnvA and Kashmir, 

ALLAHABAD SECTION 



CONTAINING 

full eeports of all reportable judgments of the 

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT 


REPORTED IN 


ii) I. L. R. 37 Allahabad 

(3) 16 CRIMINAL LAW JOURNAL 


(2) 13 ALLAHABAD LAW JOURNAL 
(4) 26 to 31 INDIAN CASES 


CITATION : 


A. I, R. 1915 ALLAHABAD 


PKINTED BY B. D. DATAR AT THE ALL INDIA REPORTER PRESS. NAGPUR 

AND PUBLISHED BY 

V. V. CHITALEY, B.A., LL.B., 

AT*THE “ALL INDIA REPORTER " OFFICE 

NAGPUR, C. P, ' 

{All Bights Reserved,) 




To 

THE LEGAL PROFESSION 

IN GRATEFUL RECOGNITION OF 

THEIR WARM APPRECIATION AND SUPPORT 


i r 


\ . 


/ _ 



ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT 

1915 


- Chief Justice; 

The Hpn*ble Sir Henry George Richards, Kt., K 0. 

Puisne Judges: 

The Hon ble Sir George Edward Knox, Kt. 

" » ff Pramada Charan Banerji, Kt* 

« w Mr. W. Tudball, 

» ff E, M. Des 0. Chamier. 

" » ft Saiyid Muhammad Rafiq. 

" » ft T. 0. Piggott. 

" w a 0. H, Walsh, 




T H £ 

ALL INDIA REPORTER 

1915 


ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT 

NOMINAL INDEX 


Absence of Star denotes Cases of Provincial or Small 
^ Indicates Gases of Great Importance, 

^ * Indicate Cases of Very Great Importance. 


Importance, 


A 

Abdul Gafiar v. Nur Jaban Begum 253 

Abdul Hakim Khan v. Karan Singh 404 

Abdul Haq v. Datti Lai 35 

Abdul Khaliq v. Emperor 144 

Abdul Qayum v. Fida Hussain 463 

Abdul Rad Khan v. Maula Bakhsh 320 

Afzal Begam, Ml. v. Mt, Akbari Kbaaam 123 
Afzal Shah v. Muhimmad Abdul Karim 
Khan 256 

Ahmad Raza Khan v. Ram Lai 30 

Ajodhya Pershad v. Mt. Chhabilakoer 280 

Ali Jafar V. Phulmanta Koer 338 

Allahabad Improvement Trust v. Tikaodra 
Jang Bahadur 3S8(>) 

Allahabad Trading and Banking Corpor¬ 
ation, Ltd. V. Ghulam Muhammad 279 

Amba Prasad, In the matter of F.B. 155(1} 
Ambika Pershad v. Salamat Khan 302 

Amina Bibi,.Mt. v, ^It. Najniunnissa 
Bibi 12 

Amir Shah v. Tula Pande 314 

Amir Singh v. Chattar Singh 311 

Anand Sarup v. Asad Ali lOG 

Anupa Kuer v. Achchaihar' Singh 01 

Ashraf Ali v. Kalyan Das F.B, 326 

Audendra Partap Singh Sahai v. Daman 
Singh 137 

Audh Bihari Pande v. Jadubans ^lisir 319 

B 

Bachcha v. Shiam Lai S7 

Bachicha Singh v. Jafar Beg 358 

Badan v. Murari Lai 242 


Badri Das v. Sheo Nath Singh 62(1) 

Badri Pcasad v. Thakurain Gambhir 
Kunwar 466 

Balbhaddar Chaubey v. Somaroo Rai 90 
Baldeo Sahai v. Behari Lai 94(1) 

Baldeo Shukul v. Bilbhadar Singh 51(2) 

Baldeo Thakurai v. Ugra Nath Misra 286 
Banarsi Das & Co. v. Lulla Mai 295(2) 

Bankey Bihari Lai v. Charui 324 

Barati Lai v, Salik Ram 44L 

Baru Mai v. Tansukh Rai 239 

Bateshar v. Emperor 417 


Bhagirathi Noniya v. Sukhdeo Noniya 323 

Bhagwana v. Bhagwan Das 426 

Bhagvvan Dayal v. Param Sukb.Dass 62(2) 
Bhagwant Datt v. Rajab Chowdhury 120(2) 

Bhajan Tewari v. Emperor 283 

Bharat Duaj Damodar Das v. Mahabbat 304 
Bharath Chaube v. Gaya Chaube 303 

Bharat Indu v. (lobardhan Das 201 

Bharat Indu v. Muhammad Mahbub Ali 
Khan 353 

Bhola Nath v. Kartik Prasad Pande 133 

Bhole Singh v. Emperor 457 

Bhulan v. Wa/.ir 64(2) 

Bhuro Lai v. Jagan Nath 73 

Binda Prasad v. Raghubir Saran 250 

Birj Kumar Lai v. Sheo Kumar Missir 

F.B. 271 

Bishambhar Natb v. D. Jagan Nath Pra¬ 
sad 249 

Bishan Prasad v. Emperor 93(2) 

Bisheshar Das v. Ambika Pershad 275 

Rishunath Shukul v. Ganesh Datt Shukul 

310(1) 

Bishrup v. Nil JCanth 265 

Budhi Mai v. Bhati 459(1) 

Budhu V. Dewan 34 

Budhii Khan v. llanuman Pershad SO 

C 

Chainsukh v. Emperor 125 

Chaud Mai v.Sarju 423(2) 

Chatar P.ilman v. Prem Nath Tewari 122 

Chet Ram v, Sahaba 29(1) 

Cbhabila Ram v. Durga Prasad 59 

Chhajju V. Ayub Ahmad 112 

Chummun Prasad Choubo v. Pranpat 
Choube 301 

Collector of Benares v. Shiam Das 29(2) 

Collector of ^reerut v. L'lnrao Singh 159 

D 

Daljit Singh v. Shambhu Singh 452 

‘Dainoar Singh v. ?k[iina\var Ali K.h:ia 420 

Damodar Das v. Brij Lai 431 

Damodar Das v. Tilak Chand 410 

Dasraj v. Sagar Mai 3S9 

Daud .Ali Shah v. Ram Prasad 371 


• > 


NominaIj Index, 


Daya Kishon v. Mahomed Wazir Ahmad 

Daya Shankar v. Hub Lai 

Debi Singh v. Emperor 

Deo Dutt Pande v. Kuleshwar Dube 

Deo Narayan Singh v. Ganga Prasad 

Dhani Ram v. Emperor 

Dhani Sahu v. Raj Mahal Kunwati 

Dharaiii Singh v. Joti Prasad 

Dina v. Harkishen Das 

Din Dayal v. Raradhan ^ 

Dirgpal Singh v. Kallii 
Dodraj v. Mt. Natho 
Dori Lai v. Sowak Ram 
Dulari, Mt. v. Tjal Bahadur Singh 
Duni Chincl v. Arja i^and 
Durga Prasad v. Emperor 
Dvvarka Prasad v. Raja Ram 


. 444 
58 
357 
132 
65 
437 
329 
186 
140 
143(1) 
425 
177(2) 
261 
136 
158 
388(1) 
272 


E. I. Rv. Co. V. Binda 
•E. I. Ry. V. M. K. Roy 
Emperor v. Abdul Razaak 

——-- V. Brikbhan Singh 

- V, Dip Narain 

-V. Gangua 

--V. .Jiwau 

-V, Mian Din 

- V. Mohan Lai 

- V. Panchu 

——-V. Paras Ram Dube 

- — - V, Rahmat 

-V. Ram Dayal 

—- V. Ram Sarup 

Ewaz Ali V. Emperor 

F 

Fakhran, Mt. v. Rajab Ali Khan 
Fatima Bibi, Mt. v. Mt. Hamida Bibi 


53 

328 

101 

430 

221 

245 

114 (2) 
424 
185 
435 
131 
443 
418 
372 
SCO 

ICO (1) 
118 


Gajadhar v. Kishori Lai 151 

Ganesh v. Babu Ram 3 

Ganga Prasad v. Jwala Prasad 92 

Ganga Prasad Rai v. Ramauand Gir 314 (1) 
Ganga Prasad v. R.im Prasad 89 

Ganges Sugar Works Ltd. v, Nuri Miah 231 
Gati V. Rachla Kunwar 310 (*2) 

Oauri Rai v. Bhaggiiia 47i> 

Gaya Din v. /human Lai FB 189 

(Jaya Prasad v. S.irfara/ Chaudhri 209 

Gaya Piasa<l 'J’cwari v. Rain Phal ^[isir 5 (2) 
Ghasi Ram v. Mt. Debi 16S 

Ohasi Ratn v. Ivishna 4*22 

Gopal Lalji v. Girdh.ir lialji 14 

Our Baksh Singh v. Kashi Rain 119 

Gurprasad Singh v. Ram Samajh Singh 

•J59 (2) 


Hakim Singh v. l-jinporor 
Tfamid Aii Khan v. Asghar Ali Khan 
Hansraj v. Ratni 
Har Dayal v. Emperor 
Hardco Prasad v. Ram Sarup 
Hargu I.al v. Med Singh 
Har Narain v. Balwant Singh 
Uar Narain v. Bishambhar Nath 
IFiir Prasad v. >riikand F.al 
Har Prasad v. Siiklidcvi Kunwar 
Himal Singh v. llnlas Singh 
ilira r,;t I V. Saraswat i 


llo 
•22 
259 
366 
21 (-21 
307 
172 (1) 


310 


376 

ISO 

156 (2) 
331 


lljrahimii v. I iasaniiddiu Khan 
Jkram Pllili Khan v. Muhanmiad Vunis 
\li Khan 

Inanmllali )\)i:iii v. Narain Das 
liKiyatunnis^a v. Salimuinii:sa 
imlar ^F il v. Ihullia 


231 

4 10 
277 
27 I 
t.O 


1915 Allahabad 


Indar Pal v. Imperial Bank 126 

Indraj v. Brother Clement 51 (1) 

Ishar Dutt v. Musai Dube 367 

Ismail Khan v. Emporor 273 

.J 

Jadunandan v, Sheobalak 32 

Jagarnath Gir v. Tirguna Nand 104 

Jahangir v. Sheoraj Singh 334 

Jai Debi Kuar v. Emperor 162 

Jai Karan v. Janki Sahu 486 (2) 

Jamiluddin v. Hafiz Abdul Majid ^ 218 

Jamna Kunwar v. Ramhit Singh * 166 

Janak Singh v. Walidad Khan 339 

Janki Kuar v. Lachmi Narain 400 

Janki Prasad v. Parmeshwar Din Pandey 240 
Jawahir v. Noki Ram 163 

Jawahir Mai v. Udai Ram 359 

Jhandu Mai v. Karan Singh 267 

Jia Bibi v. Ilabi Baksh 392 

*Jiban Kuar, Mt. v. GovindDas FB 421 

Jokhan Cbaubcy v. Mahesh Singh 116 

Juggi Lai V. Kishen Lai 78 

Jwala Pershad v. Bigalram Mandwari 196 
Jwala Prasad Rai v. Ram Sarup Rai 295 (1) 
Jwala Singh v. Abdul Razak 270 

K 

Kalka Prasad v. Emperor 462 

Kalian Singh v. Jagan Prasad 105 

Kallii V. Parbhu Lai 174 

Kalyan Singh v. Dammar Singh 15 (1) 

Kalyan Singh v. Jagan Prasad 344 (2) 

Kalyan Singh v. Pitambar Singh 113 

Kamta Prasad v. Indomati 264 

Kamta Singh v. Parmeshwar ** 21 (1) 

Kanhai Lai v. Mul Ghaud 1 (1) 

Kanhi Ram v. Durga Prasad 49 

Kashi Nath v. Kanbaiya Lai 305 

Kashinath v. Shanker Ram * 96 

Kashi Ram v. Hot Singh 95 

Kaahmiro Bibi, Mt. v. Halim Ali Khau 76 
Katwaroo Singh v. Dharam Deo Singh 3lS 
Kauleshar Pr.asad Misra v. Abadi Bibi 347 
Ka/ini Jan, Mt. v. Shib Charan 297 

Kodar v. Deo N.arain 439 

Kedar Rai v. Shcopal Rai 211 

Kosar Kunw.xr, Mt. v. Kashi Ram 480 

Khayali Ram v. Kali Charan 166 

Kholawan Koori v. Abdul Rahim 825 

Kkeshtropal Sharma v. Pancham Singh 
Varma 2G2 

Kholra Pal v, Mt. Mnmta/. Bogam 436 

Khushhaliram v. Bholar Mai 81 (1) 

Kidba Singh v. Emperor 345 

Kishen Lai v. Sultan Singh 350 

Kishon Ballabh v. Ghuro Mai 2*28 

Kiswar Ali Khau v. Mt. Salimunnissa 849 (1) 
Kuor Son v Sukhkho 40 

Kulsumunnisa Bibi v. Chaubo Basudoo 446 
Kulsumminissa Bibi, Mt. v. Dauru Nath 468 
Kundan Ii.\l v. Jagan Nath 873 

Kuunu Mai v. T.ira Ohand 268 

Kunwar Bah.adur v. Bindrabau 130 

L 

Lachman Das v. Muhammad Yusuf 454 

Tjachmi Narain v. K.\n) Sarup 342 

riacbmin Naraiu v. Kalka Prasad 6 

Lah^so Kunwar, Mt. v. Mahabir Towari 

FB 330 (1) 

l.akhpati, Mt. v. I'ambodli Singh 265 

P.'l l■lhad^u■ Singh v. Abhar.iu Singh FB 70 

M 

Madho R im V. Nili '.l Singh 836 

Madho Sonar V. I'.mporor 442 



Nominal Index, 1915 Allahabad 7 


Mahabit Prosad v. Ram Tawakal 64 (1) 
Mahabir Sahu v. Bhirgu Rai 54 

>fabarai Narain Sheopuri v. Shahsi 
Sbekhaieshwar 197 

Mahomed v. Ali Raza 50 

Mahomed Ahmad Said Khan v. Masih-ul* 
lah Khan 229 

Mahomed Ali v. Yawar Beg 263 

Mahomed Asghar Khan v. Emperor 352 

Mahomed Hasan v. Niaz Husain 233 

Mahomed Hashmat Ali v. Kaniz PaLima 


, 486 (1) 

Mahomed Husain v. Mohammad! Bib! 67 (1) 
Mahomed Mahbub Ali Khan v. Raghubar 


Hayal 423 

Mahomed Masih Ullah Khan v. Jarao 
Bai 88 

Mahomed Wall Khan v. Mohamad Mohi- 
uddin Khan 129 (2) 

Mahomed Yasin v. Cheda Lai 217 

Makhdoom Bakhsh Shah v. Haahim Ali 244 
Makhdum Bakhsh v. Shaukat Ali 241 

Mallah v. Behari 138 

Maugal Sen v. Muhammad Hussain 97 

Mangat Rai v. Emperor 80 

Manohri, Mb. v. Bhura 215 

Manorath Choube v. Mt. Sumera 170 

Man Singh v. Amantaka Prasad 27 

Marram Khan v. Sakhawat Khan 142 

Mathra Pershad v, Gheddi Lai 254 

Mathura Prasad v. Karim Baksh 402 

Mathura Prasad v. Ram Charan Lai 2 

Mehdi Hassan V. Baoha Pande 114(1) 

Miharban Singh v. Emperor 464 

Moti Lai V. Gangidhat 171 

Mukerji, T. 0. v, Afzal Beg 1 (2) 

^Mukha V, Qabza 343 

Mukhtar, A. In the matter of FB 375 (2) 
Mukhtar Ahmad v. Emperor 208 (1) 

Mulla V. Emperor 178 

Municipal Committee of Ajmere v. 

Kifayatullah 10 (2) 

Munna Kun\var» Mt. v. Venaik Ram 121 

Munna Lai v.Kalika Bakhsh Singh 292 

Manna, Lai v. Radha Kishan 414 

Munna Lai v. Ram Gulam Singh, 160 (2) 
Mnnni, Mb. v. Madan Gopal 107 

Munni Koor v. Madan Gopal 478 

Munni Lai v. Bhagwandas 455 

Munshi Lai v. Mangat Rai 375 (1) 

N 

Naikram v. Jawala 216 

Hand Kisbore V. Suiaj Mai 303 

Narain Das v. Harakli Narain Lai 396 

Narain Sarup v, Nanda 115 

Natha Mai v. Rosban Lall 429 

Nathu V. Mb. Gokalia 413 

Nathu Mt. V. Shadi 294 

Nathu Mai v. Kishori Lai Singh 69 

Naurang v. Emperor 120 (1) 

Niadri Mt. v. Kura 26 

Niamat Ali v. Ali Raza 25 

Nirbhai Sinha v. Tulsi Ram 393 (1) 

O 

Old, F. S. V. J. A. Shall 251 

P 

Pachkauri Raut v. Ram Khelawan 
Chaube 306 

Padarath Tewari V. Baz Singh 312 

Pahlad Das v. Oollector of Jauupur 102 

Panna Lai v. Rameshar Sahai 203 

Parbhu Dyal v. Harcharan 41 

Parma v. Nek Ram 172 (2) 

Parmeshwar Dat v. Anardan Dat 10 (1) 


Parsotam Das v. E, V. David 406 

Parsotam Rao Tantia v. Radha Bai 148 
Partab Singh v. Dhum Singh 382 

Phul Bibi, Mt. v, Zahur Ali 214 

.Riul Koer, Mt. v. Hashmat Ullah Khan 139 
Pothi Ram v. Mt. Islam Fatema 94 (2) 

.Pragv. Emperor 456 (1) 

Prayag Das Bhargava v, Daulat Ram 428 (1) 
Puran Mai v. Jatif 433 

Puran Nath Sadhak v. Atwargir 225 

Q 

Qasim Beg v. Muhammad Zia Beg 212 

R 

Raghubar Cbaran v. Krishen Baldeo 82 

Raghubir v. Tulshi Ram 194 

Raghunandan Prasad v. Ghem Rain 93 1) 
Raghunath Das v. Kishen Lai 203 2) 

Raja Singh v. Emperor 15(2) 

Raj Bihadur v. Shyam Lai 395 

Rajmangal Misir v. Mathura Dubaiu 3S3 

Ram Autar Tewari v. Deoki Tewari 247 

Ram Behari v. Muneshar 9 

Ram Chand v. Gaya Din Tewari 335 (1) 

Ram Chandra v. Emperor 8 

Ram Dulaii v. Balak Ram 111 

Ram Harakh Pathak v. Ram Saran 

Pathak 165 


Ramjas Mai v. Zaharya Singh 23G 

Ramji v. Koman Das 129(1) 

Ram Karan v. Madhukar Prasad 327 

Ram Lai v. Tirbeni Sahai 4G0 

Ram Narain v. Gobind Pershad 313 

Ram Naresh Lai v. Sadhu Saran Lai 39 

Ram Nath v. Narain 348 


Ram Nath Tewari v. Chatterpalman 


Tewari 349(2) 

Ram Nath Tewari v. Mt. Genda 351 

Ram Piari, Mt. v. Raghunath Singh 299 
Ram R\ja Dat v. Sheo Diyal 140 

Ramratan Lai v. Bhuri Begain 397 

Ram Sarup v. Jaswant Rai 335(2) 

Ram Ugrah Pande v. Acbraj Nath 

Pande 369 

Ramujagar Pande v. Bhagirathi 67(2) 

Rang Lai Kuar v. Kishori Lai 57 

Ras Behari Lai v. Akbai Ainwar 50 

Rasul Khan v. Emperor 231 

Raza Husain v. Mt. Hasan Jau 317 

Renka v. Bhola Nath 207 

Ricbha v. Emperor 20 

Risal Singh v. Balwant Singh 360 

Robert William Anderson v. Bank of 
Upper India Ltd. 257 

Rohilkhand and Kumaon Railway Co. v. 

Ismail Khan 155(2) 

Rosban Lai v. Mool Chand 16 

Rupan Singh v. Champa Lai 99 

Rup Lai V. Emperor 434 

Rustom V. Emperor 411 


S 

Sahadeo Gir v. Deo Dutt Misir 188 

Sahodra Bibi, Mt. v. Bageshri Singh 154 

Sakhawat Ali Shah v. ^luhammad Abdul 
Karim Khan 408 

Salle V. Mohan Lai 316 

Sarju Prasad v. Mahadeo Pande 219 

Satnarain Dube v. Narain Bargah 341 

Secy, of State v. Abdul SaUm Khan 477 
Secy, of State v. Jwahir Lai 2GO 

Shafaatullah v. Izzitullah 450 

Sharabhu Diyal, In the matter of FB 81(2) 
Shankar Singh v. :Mt. Rekha 161 

Sheo Harakh v. Ramchander IS 

Sheo Mangal Singh v. Chodu 447 


8 Nominal Index 

Sheonandan v. Emperor 386 

Sheo Nandan Ahir v. Ram Lagan Singh 

393(2) 

Sheo Prasad v. Lala Ram 237 

Sher Khan v. Debi Prasad 84 

Shib Sahai v. Saraswati. 409 

Shiva Chander Singh v. Ram Chander 
Singh 330(2) 

Shoharat Singh v. Jhagia * 481 

Simpson, C. v. E. Bachman 128 

Singer JIanufacturingCo. v. ^Irs. E. Felyun 

449 

Sital Prasad v. Lai Bahadur 332 

Sital Prasad Ghosh v. Emperor 238 

Sohan Lai v. Emperor 380 

Someshar Dut, In the matter of FB 198 
Stamp Reference, /h FB 33 

Sundar Kunwar, Mt. v. Dina Nath 282 

Sundar Lai v. Malthu 321 

Sunder Lai v. Dharam Pal 75 


1915 Allahabad 


Suraj Bhan v. Somwarpuri 419 

Sura] Mai v. Hira Kunwar 55 

T 

Talaimand Singh v. Gobind Singh 143(2) 

Thakur Mordhaj Singh v. Jahangiri Mai 284 
Tilak Pandey v. Emperor 135 

Tulshi Ram v. Abrar Ahmad 377 

U 

Umtao Kunwar v. Badri 252 

Utma Knar v. Bhagwanta Kuar 199 

W 

Wazir Ahmad v. Daya Kishun 226 

Wilayat Ali Khan v. Ghani Khan 5(1) 

Y 

Yakub Ali v. Durga Prasad 410 

Z 

Zahir Singh v. Emperor 110 

Zamir Ahmad v. Abdul Razzak 2C0 

Zorawar v. Emperor 177(1) 


THE 


ALL INDIA REPORTER 

1915 


ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT 

SUBJECT INDEX 


Absence of Star denotes Cases of Provincial or Small Importance. 
^ Indicates Cases of Great Importance. 

* ^ Indicate Cases of Very Great Importance. 


A 

Adverse Possession 

" Submerged land is deemed to be in 
possession of owner during flood-No 
adverse possession can be claimed 286c 
Assertion of adverse title by mort¬ 
gagee as such does not extinguish right 
of redemption—Mortgagor and mort¬ 
gagee 203a 

Cosharer—Burden of proof of asser. 
tion of adverse title is on person alleging 
to rebut presumption in favour of co¬ 
sharer 138a 

Cosharer—Ouster cannot be pre¬ 
sumed from non-receipt of profits 1386 
Placing of tazia with consent does 
not create right 87 

Co-owner—Burden lies on him to 
prove adverse possession 30 

Agra and Oudh Water Works Act 
(1 of 1891) 

~—S. 46 —Waste water can be used 
earden —Other supply was dry but 
t dyn was watered—Circumstances were 
not sufficient to conclude that offence of 
using water meant for domestic purposes 
for garden was committed 238 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901) 

Occupancy tenant oannct defeat 
usufructuary mortgagee before the Act 
by surrender (FB) 271 

Sfi. 4 (5) and 167 —Suit for eject¬ 
ment as trespassers or declaration of 
defendants being tenants is cognizable by 
civil Court - Civil Court can declare ten¬ 
ancy but not its class 338 



Agra Tenancy Act 

S. 10 (12)—Usufructuary mortgage 

of sir executed before the Act does not 
make zamindar exproprietary tenant— 
Ejectment of zamindar does not help 
ejectment of mortgagee 426 

Ss. 20 and 31—Landlord and ten- 
ant—“Exproprietary tenancy — Appurten¬ 
ance Meaning of appurtenance ex¬ 
plained - House before acquisition of 
tenancy is not appurtenance—Its mort- 
gage is valid 459 (l) 

Ss. 20, 31 and 167—Suit for eject¬ 
ment for illegal transfer lies in revenue 
Court—But suit for declaration that 
transfer is not binding is cognizable by 
civil Court Q 

‘ 8. 21 Mortgage with possession of 

occupancy after the Act-Subsequent 
relinquishment by occupancy makes mort¬ 
gagee mere tenant liable to be ejected 

428(2) 

S. 21 (2) S. 21 (2) is not retrospec. 
tive Possession under decree on mort¬ 
gage executed before the Act can be re¬ 
covered 57 

S. 22 Nephews, separate, cannot 
succeed widow if her husband died before 
the Act 456(2) 

-S. 22—Tenant 'died before 1901 — 

Widow succeeded—She died after the 
Act leaving daughter — Collaterals of 
tenant cannot succeed 413 

8. 22 Succession to rent free ser¬ 
vice tenure is governed by Hindu law 
and not S. 22 116a 
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Agra Tenancy Act 

-S. 32— S. 32 does not bar suit by 

transferee of portion of fixed rate holding 
for possession against tenant in ^ 

sion of whole 

-S. 51—Order of suspension or re¬ 
mission deprives the landholder s right 
of suit—No offence if he recovers by 
lawful means—Penal Code (45 of 
S. 188 . 372 

-Ss. 57(b) and 177—In suit for 

ejectment for converting land to non- 
agricultural purpose appeal lies to Dis¬ 
trict Judge 140(1 

-S. 57 (b) —Using portion foj briok 

kilns is conversion to non-agrioultural 
purpose—Tenant is liable to be ejected 
from whole 140^ 

-S. 58—Bjeotmont suit against ten¬ 
ant from pasture land is cognizable by 

civil Court 4635 

-S. 79—Muafidars after 1838 re¬ 
corded as tenants on privileged rents 
and rights of transfer—Suit by them 
against landlord for possession is not 
tenable in civil Court 468 

-S. 79—Suit between tenants for en¬ 
croachment is not governed by S. 79 

172(1) 

-Ss. 79 and 81—Revenue Court's de¬ 
cision in rent suit between rival claim¬ 
ants to tenancy is not res judicata in 
civil suit between them— Zaraindar's 
lessee dispossessing previous lessee—Suit 
under S. 70 lies within six months — 

Civil P. C.. S. H 90 

—“S. 79—Constructive possession is no 
possession for purposes of S. 79 29(2) 

-’S. 79 (1) (b) —Suit under S. 79 (l) 

(b) for damages for crops on wrongful 
dispossession lies in Revenue Court 

29(1) 

-S. 83—Rxproprietary right ceases to 

exist after relin<iui9hm0nt * 329 

-S. 95—Suits between rival claimants 

to cultivating rights are cognizable by 
civil Court 89 

-S. 95—Scope of—Suits between ri¬ 
val claimants to tenancy are cognizable 
by civil Court 49.7 

-Ss. 154 (b) and (c), 15S and 177 (c) 

— Suit for resuinptioji of land rent-free 
—Defendant claimed declaration of pro- 
jiriotorship under S. l,“)S -Appeal lav to 

District -Ttidgo umlor S. 177 fc) 321 ' 
-S. 164 -Civil 1\ {7 of I90s). (). 

R. 9—Suit for j'rolils dismissol in di?- 
fault—Siib.^'O piont ;Uiit for next t broo 
years incliuling items for I'.i'l tbroo years 


1915 Allahabad 

Agra Tenancy Act . . 

recovered in years in suit Claim not 
barred as cause of action is different 

-S. 164—Cosharers proving fact of 

arrears of rent and solvency of tenants 

—Onus of proving reason for 

tion of rent lies on lambardar 330(2) 

-S. 164 (2)—Lambardar’s duty to 

maintain accounts irrespective of pat- 
wari—Barden is on him to prove 82 

-S. 165-Suit under S. 165 against 

lambardar is maintainable 324 

- S. 167—S. 167 bars civil Court's 

cognizance of suit by auction-purchaser 
of zaraindari for declaration that perpe¬ 
tual leases after the decree were not 
binding 84 

- S. 185 — Decision recording finding 

without discussing evidence—In absence 

of certificate, finding held to be finding of 
facts 3215 

-S. 194—Tjambardar alone can sue 

for entire rent 64(1) 

-S. 197—Subordinate Judge can exer¬ 
cise appellate powers in hearing appeal 
transferred 256 

--S. 197—In suit for ojeotraent ques¬ 
tion of proprietary title raised but not 
deoided'-Distriot Judge on appeal should 
have decided the plea of jurisdiction 

215 

-S. 199—Revenue Court’s order to 

establish claim on lease in civil Court 
within three months—Suit after three 
months—Suit held tenable as the order 
did oast cloud on title 55 

- S. 202 —S. 202 applies only to hold¬ 
ings and not to groves 429 

-S 210—Plaintiff in suit for profits 

is not entitled to presumption under 
S, 201 if revenue papers corrected subse- 
quonbly in accordance with prior deoi. 
sion of civil Court 307 

Ajmere Municipalities Regulation 
(3 of 1877) 

- S. 85— Municipality not onbitlod to 

take any subsequent action after (ailing 
to take action under S 85 (2) within one 
month of notice of re erection of building 

10(2)u 

-S. 141—S. l U does not bar suit for 

damages (or tort by Municipality 10(2)5 

Alluvion and Diluvion 

- UtMigal Rogulition (11 of 1825). S. \ 

— Uurdon of proof that aoevotion is ao* 
oordim^ to law is on person claiming it 

286:4 
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B 

Benami 

-Test of benami is source of consider¬ 
ation 353 

Benamidar 

-Right to sue—Benami mortgagee can 

sue in his name 10 (1) 

Bengal, Agra and Assam Civil 
Courts Act (12 of 1887) 

"S. 21—Appeal on execution proceed¬ 
ings of suit above Ra. ‘5,000 though dec¬ 
reed less lies to High Court 349 ^1) 
Ss. 21 (4) and 22—Intention of 
Cl. (4), S. 21 is to dispense with order of 
transfer under 8. 22 18 

Bengal Regulation (11 of 1825) 

S. 4—Burden of proof that accretion 
is according to law is on person claiming 
it—Alluvion and Diluvion 286fi 

S. 4—In small village accretion of 
some bighas is not by slow or imper¬ 
ceptible means 2866 

Bundelkhand Alienation of Land 
Act (2 of 1903) 

^Policy is to prevent non-agricul- 
turists acquiring property 348c 

3—S. 3 applies to voluntary 
transfers—Sanction not necessary to pre¬ 
emption suit 419 

Ss. 3 and 14—Pre-emptor recorded 
as usufructuary mortgagee when sale not 
sanctioned—^Transferors from mortgagors 
can redeem 348u 

; S. 3—S. 3 applies to all permanent 
alienations 3485 

C 

Civil P. c. (14 of 1882) 

S. 276—Execution struck off as pro¬ 
cess fee not paid—Attachment continues 
Transfer pending attachment is void 

371 

-(5 of 1908) 

I S. 9 —Claim for Honorary Secretary¬ 
ship where services voluntary and gra. 
tuitous is not one for office 1976 

“^S. 11—-Various execution applica¬ 
tions -Judgment-debtor’s objection on 
ground of nonliability allowed in one— 
In subsequent execution same objection 
raised but dismissed for default—In the 
next execution dismissal of objection 
held to be res judicata 420 

S. 11 — Adoption contested on 
ground of fact of adoption and absence 
cf permission—First Court held adoption 
proved and dismissed widow's suit on 
ground of estoppel—Evidence of permis¬ 
sion wzs not recorded—Privy Council 
held adoption and permission proved — 


4 

1915 Allahabad 

Civil P. C. 

Decision held binding on reversioner in 
absence of fraud or collusion—Hindu 

law. Widow 360 

' “S. 11—U. P. Land Revenue Act (3 

of 1901), Ss. Ill and 112 —Revenue 
Court’s decision of proprietary right if 
not appealed from, bars subsequent civil 
suit 282 

S. 11 and O. 32, R. 15 —Plea of un¬ 
due influence through weak intellect and 
want of consideration decided against 
plaintiff in prior suit is res judicata in 
subsequent suit challenging decree in 
former suit on ground of plaintiff being 
not properly represented—Decree, Set¬ 
ting aside 265 

-S. 11-Jud gment-debtor failing to 

put forth some objections in execution is 
not barred by res judicata 105 

— S. 11 —Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), 
Ss. 79 and 81—Revenue Court’s decision 
in rent suit between rival claimants to 
tenancy is nob res judicata in civil suit 
between them—Zamindar’s lessee dis¬ 
possessing previous lessee —Suit under 
S. 79 lies within six months 90 

S. 11 and O. 2, R. 2—Fresh suit on 
same cause of action for property omit¬ 
ted through mistake is nob maintainable 
by plaintiff or his transferee 67 (2) 
S. 11—Revenue Court’s finding that 
plaintiff was subtenant is not res judi¬ 
cata in civil suit by plaintiff claiming 
holding 49^ 

-S. 11 (4)—S. 11 (4) is not applicable 
to execution proceedings 344 (2) 

S. 20 Cause of action—Infringe¬ 
ment of trade-mark— Cause of action 
arises partly where advertisement is 
published and distributed 2626 

S. 20 Decree — Setting aside— 
Jurisdiction Decree obtained by com¬ 
mitting fraud —Suit to set aside also lies 
in Court where fraud committed or dec¬ 
ree passed 163a 

-S. 20— Seeking execution of the 

decree affords plaintiff cause of action 

c o 

S. 20 (c) —Goods booked at Cawn- 
pore—Suit for recovery of excess freight 
is tenable in Cawnpore 53 

-S. 34 and O. 34, R. 8 — Effect of 

extension of time by appellats Court in 
redemption entitles mortgagee to interest 
for further period 313 

—S. 38 Construction of decree— Exe¬ 
cuting Court cannot complete or construST 
decree—Execution 233 
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-S. 48 — Limitation Act (9 of 1908j, 

6 applies to limitation pro^ded 

by the Act-It does not apply ^o Cml 

P. G.. S. 48 . 

- 5 ^ 48—S. fi. Limitation Act, does 

not extend period fixed by S. 48, Civil 

P. C.—Limitation Act (9 of 1908). ^-^^22 

--S. 60—Flag used by Pragwala at 

Allahabad is valuable property liable to 
be charged with annuity and can be sold 
in execution of decree for arrears of an¬ 
nuity 

-S. 66-Suit by joint decree-holder 

for share of property on ground that auc¬ 
tion sale was benami for him is barred 

by S. 66 316 

-S. -73 and 0,21, Rr. 52 and 63- 

Sale price of perishable property attached 
and sold before judgment deposited 
Plaintiff’s attachment of the money can¬ 
celled—Plaintiff sued for declaration of 
being entitled to the deposit —Plaintiu 
held entitled in spite of previous attach- 
ment by defendants 2756 

-S. 80 —Suit against police officer for 

acts done under Criminal Procedure Code 
-Notice is essential—S, 42, Police Act, 
does not apply—Police Act (5 of 1861), 
S. 42 358 

- S. 92 — In suit under S. 92 person 

appointed trustee by compromise—Trus¬ 
tee adjudged insolvent—Application to 
remove him is not in continuation —l^rosli 

suit lies 335 (1) 

— S. 92—Wide powers — Court can 
direct taking of accounts and payment of 
the amount 69 

-S. 92—One of the two pl-aintilTs 

dying, any member of tlio ].nblio interes¬ 
ted in the trust after obtainitp’ sanction 
can join the suit—Court must give op- 
liortunity to obtain sanction and to sliow 
interest in trust 59 

-S. 92—Dispute al)Out nuitwalliship 

on ground of relationship duos not come 
under S. 02 25 

■— S. 100—(^'uostion of fact ' Whotlior 
attestation implies consent is qviostion of 
fact—It depends upon clrcumstancos 

255 ' 

-S. 100 binding of non-oxistoneo of 

custom on entire evidence is tinding of 

Tact 239/' 

-S. 110 "History of property in ilis. 

puto same as other property worth more 
fhan I\s, lO.OOO does not give right' to 
appeal to Privy C'ouncil 416 
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- S. 110 —Dismissal for default is con¬ 
firmation of lower Court’s decision for 
S. 110 3^7 

- S. 110—Two connected first appeals 

out of same suit disposed of together — 
Permission to appeal to Privy Council 
granted in one—Other case is also fit for 

permission ^ 7 / 

—S. 110 (2) —Value of interest held 
not over Rs. 10.000 and leave was nob 
granted 48^ (2) 

-Ss. 114 and 151 —Apart from S. 50. 

Act 5 of 1881, Court can reconsider order 
of grant of letters under S. 114 and exer- 
oise its inherent powers—Probate and 
Administration Act (5 of I 88 I), 

172 (2}c> 

-S. 115— Negotiable Instruments Act 

(26 of 1881), Ss. 13 and 87 —Suit on 
promissory note — Plea of alteration 
Promissory note, nob being payable to 
plaintiff or order, held nob negotiable 
instrument witliin S. 87 Injustice not 
caused by Court s not deciding point of 
alteration, so no revision lies 241 

-S. 115 - Defendant in jail when ex 

parte dooree passed—Application under 
O. 9. R. 13. Civil P. C.. made after five 
years when released — Munsif granted ap¬ 
plication — Held application baned b\ 
time and proceedings irregular and order 
without jurisdiction —Civil l\ C. (5 of 
1908). O. 9 R. 1:1 240 

- S. 115 and O. 20, R. 6— No revisior: 

against interlocutory order lies if decree 
in the case has boon passed. 171 

- S. 115 - Not granting reasonable 

time to furnish security under 0. 41. 
K. 10 is material irregularity 133 

- S. 115 — Wrong calculation of plea- 

der’s foes in drawing up decree not objec¬ 
ted— .\ppljoation to amend deorea after 
one year rejected —Order oaunot be re¬ 
vised 102 

-S. 115 - (.'uostion of plaintiff’s right 

to sno as agent cannot bo raised in revi¬ 
sion — Provincial Small Cause Courts 
Aot (9 of 1887). 8. 25 80 

-S. 115 -.Uidgo in misapprehending 

nature of suit and provisions of Arts. 29. 
Small C.iuse t'ourts Act, commits ma¬ 
terial irregularit\—Revision lies 60<’ 

- S. 115 —Wrong decision on point of 

limitation cannot he interfered with 54 

-S. 115 — Refusing amendment of 

deoroe in interpretation of deoree—No 
ivrogularitv oven if wrong—No revision 


lie^ 


1 ( 1 ) 
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- S. 151—Decree is superseded by 

appellate decree—Ijower Court cannot 
amend or alter its decree at instance of 
ex parte defendants 2a 

-S. 152— Court can correct clerical 

error of writing order of dismissal in¬ 
stead of decreeing claim 323 

-S. 152—Defendant’s mortgage held 

prior, but no mention made in decree— 
It was accidental slip or omission and 
can be corrected 188 

-O. 2. R, 2—Deliberate omission to 

claim right relief bars subsequent suit 
on same cause of action 404 

-O. 2,R 2 — Fresh suit on same cause 

of action for property omitted through 
mistake is not maintainable by plaintiff 
or his transferee—Civil P. G. (5 of 1908), 
S. 11 67 (2) 

-O. 7, R. 10 —Re-presentation after 

return of plaint is continuation of suit^— 
Be-presentation after limitation does not 
bar suit 344 (1) 

-O. 9. R. 8, O. 17, R ?, and O. 11. 

R. 21 —Plaintiff failing to produce ac¬ 
count books—Order nob referring to docu- 
ments disclosed in pleadings or affidavits 
— Suit dismissed for default—Applica¬ 
tion lies to restore suit — Civil P. C., 
0. 11, R. 21 196a 

■-O. 9, R. 9—Suit for profits dismissed 

in default — Subsequent suit for next 
three years including items for first three 
years recovered in years in suit—Claim 
not barred as cause of action is different 
—Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 1G4 

395 

-O. 9, R 9—Revision against order 

re-admitting suit dismissed in default 

lies 289 

-O. 9. R.9. and O 17, R.2—Plaintiff 

and pleader remaining absent on ad¬ 
journed hearing — Suit should be dis¬ 
missed in default and not proceeded on 

merits 139 

-O. 9, R. 13—Order granting appli¬ 
cation is not appealable and cannot be 
questioned in appeal on final decree 

4836 

-O. 9, R. 13 and S, 115—Defendant 

in jail when ex parte decree passed — Ap¬ 
plication under O. 9, R. 13, Civil P. C., 
made after fi^e years when released^— 
Munsif granted application—Held appli¬ 
cation barred by time and proceedings 
irregular and order without jurisdiction 

240 

- O. 11, R. 21 — Nonproducbion of 


Civil P. c. 

book or documents would raise adverse 
inference but would nob entail dismissal 
of suit unless order for discovery and in¬ 
spection is disobeyed 350 

-O. 11, R. 21. O. 9, R. 8 and O. 17, 

R. 2—Plaintiff failing to produce account 
books—Order not referring to documents 
disclosed in pleadings or affidavits—Suit 
dismissed for default—Application lies 
to restore suit 196^ 

-O. 11,R. 21— R. 21 requires that 

the documents must be referred to in 
pleadings or affidavits 1966 

-O, 17, R 2 and O. 9, R. 9—Plain¬ 
tiff and pleader remaining absent on ad¬ 
journed hearing — Suit should be dis¬ 
missed in default and not proceeded on- 
merits 139 

-0.21. R.2 - Uncertified payment 

cannot be recognized for any purpose 

311<7 

-0.21. R. 16 —Benamidar transferee 

can execute decree 264 

-0.21, R. 46 (semblei — Attachment 

does not create an estate —It merely puts 
it in custody of Court 201" 

-O, 21, R. 63 — Declaratory suit 

valued much more than the amount of 
decree in which property attached—Pro¬ 
per valuation is amount of decree 436 
--O. 21, R. 66 —Sale notification de¬ 
termines what passes by sale 408 

-O. 21. R. 66 —Putting up property 

to sale without disclosing his mortgage 
estops the mortgagee when purchaser is 
without notice — Evidence -Act, S. 116 

3 

-O. 21, R. 72 (3)—No second appeal 

lies on order setting aside sale 54-- 

-O. 21, R. 89— Money deposited'n 0 x^ 

day after 30 days because though ten¬ 
dered was refused on previous day—-De¬ 
posit held in time, judgment-debtor hav¬ 
ing done all that was possible 414 

-O. 21, R. 89 — Attaching creditor 

has no “interest in property” for pur¬ 
pose of O. 21. R. 89 160(1) 

-O. 21, R. 89 -Prior mortgagee has 

interest in properbv for purpose of 0. 21. 

R.89 76 

-O. 22, R. 5— Order rejecting appli. 

cation under 0. 22, R. 5, is not appeal- 
able 158 

— O. 22. R. 10— Purchaser after pro- 
liminary decree in mortgage suit is en¬ 
titled to be substituted 88 

- O. 23, R.l—Suit dismissed by agree- 

menb of parties without Court’s per- 
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mission to bring fresh suit— Fresh suit 
is barred on same cause of action 32 
-O. 23, R. 1 —Suit for partition dis¬ 
missed as compromised—Leave to bring 
fresh suit not obtained — Compromise 
not carried out—Fresh suit not barred — 
Right to partition is continuing right 

O, 23, R. 1 (2) — Powers can be 
exercised by appellate Court 123 

- O. 23. R. 3 —Agreement of compro¬ 
mise in mutation case is not registrable 
and is admissible in other suit — Regis¬ 
tration Act (16 of 1908), S. 17 (2) (6) 332 

O. 32, Rr, 3 and 4 — Mother bor¬ 
rowed debt on mortgages for recovering 
minor’s property —Suit on mortgages— 
Mother is not improper guardian ad 
litem 159a 

3. 32, R. 3 -Appointment of amin 

as guardian without notice ,to miners or 
their mother is not proper — Decree 
against minors is null and void 62(2) 

O. 32, R. 4 (4) — Appellant must 
pay Court oflicrr guardian’s costs 211 
32, R. 15 and S. 11 — Plea of 
undue intluenco through weak intellect 
and want of consideration decided 
against plaintilf in prior suit is res judi- 
cata in subsonuont suit challenging de¬ 
cree in former suit on ground of plaint!!!' 
being not properly roiirosonlod—Decree, 
Setting aside 265 

p- 34. R. 5 — Limitation Aot (9 of 
1908), Art. 181 Art. 181 governs appli¬ 
cation under O. 31, R. 6. Civil P. C. — 
Pitne runs wlion right to apply accrues 

^ ^ - _ 336(7 

^ U, d4. R. 6 —Decree —Sotting aside 
—Fraud —Order ox jiarto under O. 3-1, R. 
6. Civil P. C.. cannot be sot aside with¬ 
out proof of fraud O[ni3sion even inten¬ 
tional to state prior attempt to get per¬ 
sonal decree is nob suflioient fraud 397 
^ O. 34, Rr. 7 and 8— Payment bo- 
toro hnal docroo redeems the mortgage302 

^4, R. 8 and S. 34 — EtToct of 
extension of time by appellate Court in 
rodernption entitles mortgagee to inter¬ 
est for furtlior period 313 

^^ -Trunafor of rropo. ty 
Act 0 of .HH2), S, 'JO — Sulo ill ooiitni- 
ventioii of S. JJ in only voi.lnl.lo -- Ob¬ 
jection after conliiiiial.ioii in iintonablo 

r» -JO O r- ^ (fB) 70 , 

- ~ O. 38, R 5 ,an,l O. 39, R, 1 - Snit 

on inoi-tea,-o of rii;lit fo colloet uialikan 


Civil P. C. 

in execution of the decree is ultra vires 

277 

-O. 38, Rr. 5 and 10 — R. 5 confers 

no right by attachment 275a 

-O. 41, R. 4 — Separate appeals by 

two sets of defendants—One dismissed, 
the other allowed, and suit dismissed 
against all defendants - Court held com¬ 
petent bo do so 367 

O. 41, R, 10 and S. 115 — Not 

granting reasonable time to furnish secu- 
riby under O. 41, R. 10 is material irre¬ 
gularity 133 

-O. 41, Rt 23 and 25 — Appellate 

Court not reversing finding but thinking 
that finding can be arrived at on different 
issue should follow R. 25 and nob R. 23 

460 

O, 41, R. 25 — Lower appellate 
Court finding mortgage not proved * High 
Court not entitled to remand to find if 
defendant in adverse possession 106 
O. 41, R. 26 —Findings returned by 
lower Court are not final, even though 
objections not filed 177 (2) 

O. 41, R. 27 — R. 27 must be strictly 
followed in admitting evidence in ap- 
peal 476 

" 41, R.27—High Court not to in¬ 

terfere in appellate Court’s discretion 
in refusing to consider evidence taken on 

real an _ 64 (2) 

O. 41, R. 33—Appellate Court can 
correct decree in favour of non-appealing 
respondents 284 

43, R. 1 Order allowing provi¬ 
sionally aijpiioation for appointment of 
receiver and calling parties to furnish 
names and other details is not appeal- 
able 129 (1) 

O. 44, R. 1 Appeal on deficient 
stamp filed after 30 days—Prayer to 
treat as application under O. 44. R. 1, 
hold barred by time—Lim. Act (9 of 
1908). Art 170. 310(2) 

^O. 45, R. 15 Execution includes 
restitution also Printed copy of judg¬ 
ment will not suffice ' Proof of order is 
nooessarv 434 

47. R 1 Pvavor for opportunity 
to prodtioo ovieonce which might oliango 
view taken by .ludgo is not sufficient 
ground 250 

Scb. 2, Cl 15 Order sotting aside 
awanl is a[>poalable honoo no revision 


lies 


247 

Sch. 2. Cl, 16 - .lurisliction—Con- 


duos-Ordor rostrainim. nV;ni, . i ~ lb - .lunsdu-tion-Con- 

r. I* of duos sent of I'avt ies cannot give jurisdiction to 
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Civil P. C. 

appellate Couit to hear appeal when 
barred 165 

-Sch. 2, CIs. 17 and 20—Agreement 

to refer to arbitration pending mutation 
Award given—Party aggrieved took up 
matter before Board who remanded for 
trial de novo—Application under Cl. 17 
held not proper as stage contemplated 
was passed—Application under Cl. 20 
was barred —Ss. 5 and 14, Lim. Act, 
held not applicable —Lim. Act (9 of 
1908), Ss. 5. 14 and Art. 168 369 

Companies Act (7 of 1913) 

S. 96 —Agreement to refer dispute to 
arbitrators without company’s seal is not 
invalid 234 

Con ipromise 

-Compromise between decree-holders 

in execution and acted upon requires no 
registration—Compromise is binding 303 
Contract Act (9 of 1872) 

—— S. 2 (d)—Equity grants relief where 
no privity of contract—No equity bet¬ 
ween lessee of muafidar and his zamindar 
Zamindar cannot sue lessee of muafidar 
for rent 97 

S. 11 T. P. Act, S. 54—Sale deed 
in favour of minor is valid—-Minor can 

sue 478 

_ S. 11 Contract of sale with minor 
is void No title passes to minor 107(i 

S. 16 Burden of proof of undue in- 
fiuenoe is on executant in absence of 
other circumstances—Chanceof compund- 
ing criminal case does not create undue 
influence 174 

23—Exchange of house for expro¬ 
prietary holding is illegal—House cannot 
be recovered 454 

S. 23—Agreement of payment of 
consideration contingent on certain event 
is not opposed to public policy 3476 

S. 23—Agreement not to divide 
. share without vendor’s consent is not 
illegal 40a 

-S. 24—Occupancy holding—Mort¬ 
gage of occupancy and fixed rate holding 
together vitiates the whole transaction 

295 (1) 

-“S. 27—Landholder recovering mar¬ 
ket dues does not trade in selling cattle 
—Agreement between two landholders 
not to hold markets on same day is not 
void 94 (2) 

” Ss. 60 and 61—In absence of appro¬ 
priation payment must be applied to earli¬ 
est debt 378 


Contract Act 

Ss. 73 and 75—Actual damage 

must be proved 295(2)6 

S, 73.— Damages — Measure 
Amount fixed by parties is proper 406 
S. 74—In terms of auction sale, in¬ 
demnity for the loss on resale on ven¬ 
dee’s default was not stipulated — Vendor 
held not entitled to it—Vendee liable 
only to advance agreed 388(2) 

Contribution 

Decree should apportion each defen¬ 
dant s liability—Joint decree is errone¬ 
ous 237 

Copyright Act (3 of 1914) 

S. 7 (a)- Copyright did not include 
exclusive right of translation — Author is 
entitled to copyright in book translated 
by him 331 

Cosharer 

Party wall cannot be interfered with 
or built upon without consent of another 

440 

Exclusive possession by one raises 
presumption of other’s consent—Other 
cannot demolish building after standing 
by for many years (FB) 330(1) 

Court fees Act (7 of 1870) 

S. 7 Appellant need not pay Court- 
fee on total valuation but to the extent 
to which he is interested 26 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898) 

|"S. 16 Accused should be acquitted 
giving benefit of doubt, when Bench of 
Hony. Magistrates is equally divided 96a 
— S. 106 — Subdivisional Magistrate 
holding second class powers can exercise 
powers under S. 106 15(2) 

S. 110—Zamindar not to be bound 
over merely for not opposing dacoits — 
Respectable witnesses not to be disbe¬ 
lieved on ground of influence of accused 
zamindar 464a 

S. 110 — No appeal lies to High 
Court—Court can see if the lower Court 
has dealt fairly 4646 

S. 110—Evidence of good character 
by accused should not be lightly brushed 
aside 415, 

7"^’ ”In case under S. 100 where 
evidence is available, police oflioer’s evi¬ 
dence and police diaries should not be 
relied upon 144a 

S. 110 (f)—Evidence of general nui¬ 
sance does not justify proceedings under 
S. 110 352 

S. 122 Police ofiBcer’s report is no 
evidence Magistrate must enquire 

177(1) 
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Criminal P. C. 

- S. 145—Deep stream of Ghagra di¬ 
vided Fyzabad and Basti Districts - Dis¬ 
pute of land between two channels of 
Ghagra—Deep stream towards Fyzabad 
—Basti Magistrate is competent to take 
cognizance 137 

- S. 115 — Omission to state that 

breach of peace is impending in notice 
does not oust jurisdiction when parties 
know cause of notice 9 

-S. 162—Police diaries may bo used 

for accused but dangerous to use them 
against accused 144A 

- S. 165 — Written authority must be 

specific of things to be searched 430a 
-Ss. 177 and 179 — Deception dis¬ 
covered at different place—Magistrate of 
place of deception discovered has no 
jurisdiction — ‘Consequence ensued’* ex¬ 
plained 428(1) 

— 5. 193 (2)— “Gases" do nob include 

appeals—Sessions Judge cannot transfer 
appeals 101 

--Ss. 195 and 476—All that is re- 

(juired is proof of priina facie case 345 

-^S, 195—Small Cause Judge refusing 

to sanction prosecution application under 
S. 105 (h) made to District Judge—Ap¬ 
plication is nob criminal appeal — Sos- 
sions Judge had no jurisdiction 217 
-Ss. 195 and 537 —Absence of sanc¬ 
tion under I'b5 ir^ not cured l>y ''"M 

no,/ 

— S. 195 —Sanction nocosaaiy for pro¬ 
secution under S. l(;7, r. \\ C. —Penal 


Code (15 of IS(;0). S. H>T 21(2 

-S. 195 (6) —Superior Court has t 

rooori'idor facts, lower Court’s opinioi 
and propriety of sanction 14 

-Ss. 209, 210 and 213-5Iagistrat 

is conpetont to discharge accused aftt 
hearing dafonco witnesses and holdiii 
them reliable and disproving prosocutio 


-Ss. 222 (2) and 233-'Joint char 

of breach of trust arid falsification 
accounts is illegal —Penal Code (15 
ISGO). Ss. 109 and 177-A 4( 

-Ch. 12 (Ss. 230 to 263 A), Ss. n 

and 522 —Magistrate not coni potent 
oust one person and place anolher 
POssossion~This power is conforrod 1 
S. when oMonce com nittod "l^islri 
^lagistrato's order refusing to cariw o 
this order cannot- he intorforod wi 
in revision 

-Ss. 235. 236 and 239 

under Ss. 105 and 117, Ponal Code c. 


Criminal P C. 

be tried together if faots alleged oonsti- 
tube one transaction—Burden of proving I 
one transaction is on prosecution 380a 

- Ss. 235 (1) and 403 (4) —Acquittal 

of offence under S. 465 or 420, I. P. C., ^ 

on the same faots is no bar for trial 
under S 82, Registration Act, where for¬ 
mer trial was without sanction and 
therefore Court was nob competent 

114(2)6 

- S. 237 —Complaint against several 

dismissed in default—Fresh complaint ' 
is not oontinuabion 1106 

-S. 339—Prosecution of person for- 1 

feiting pardon under specific charge can¬ 
not -be directed by Sessions Judge—Ho 
can only invite District Magistrate’s 
attention—Plea of pardon can bo raised 
before Sessions Judge 245 

- S. 345 —Offenoe under S. 325, I.P.C. 

cannot be compounded by oomplainant's 

heir 443 

- Ss. 345 and 349 — Compounding of 

offence in revision proceedings is not 
permissible though allowed in appeal 8 

S. 403 —Court trying ease without 
sanction whore sanction necessary is nob 

competent Court 114 (2)(i 

S. 403 —Complaint under Ss. 420 
and 109, I. P. C. can be reinstituted 
if dismissed on complainant’s wish — 
Penal Cole. Ss. 400 and 420 50(i 

Ss. 403 (4) and 235 (1) -Aoouittal 
of olVonco under S. 405 or 420, I. P. C.. 
on the same faots is no bar for trial 
under S. S2. K^gisfcrabion Aot, where 
former trial .was without sanction and 
therefore Court was nob competent* 

114(2)6 

S. 408 (b) —One of several accused 
sentenced to more than four years and 
others to four years—.\Uhough former 
does nob appeal latter’s appeal lies to 

High Court 356 

^S. 408 (b)—?enit 0 noo for less than 
four years hy .\ssistant Sessions Judge 
in a joint trial where higher sentences 
passed is appealable to High Court 20 

, 423 .\ppoUato powers are not 

Hffomled to bo* used to spring up now 
case witliont notice 357 

S 423 (1) (a)—Sessions Judge in 
ai'peal ean order commitment after quash¬ 
ing conviction 185:' 

8.423 (1) (b)—Sessions Judge in 
ai'pe;il if satisfied should acquit and not 
rofov [\\o cAvo to High Court l85/t 
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Criminal P. C, 

-S, 432—No provision for reference 

by Honorary ^Magistrates when 'equally 
divided 966 


~“S. 436—High Court rarely inter¬ 
feres with exercise of discretion by Ses¬ 
sions Judge under S. 436 86 

-Ss. 439 and 345—Compounding of 

offence in revision proceedings is not 
permissible though allowed in appeal 8 

-S. 439 (3)-"Eetrial for purpose of 

enhancing sentence should be rarely 
ordered 185^ 


-S. 476—Village headman explain¬ 
ing reasons for resignation made allega¬ 
tion against police—Magistrate recorded 
statements—Allegations and statements 
found on inquiry by police to be false— 
Allegations in explanation held not com¬ 
plaint—Statements also were not in judi¬ 
cial proceedings—No action under S. 476 
lay 457 

-S. 476—No time limit for proceed¬ 
ing under S. 476 135 

-S. 512—Omission to record finding 

about accused absconding and not likely 
to be immediately arrested is fatal to 
admission of evidence recorded 411 
-S, 526—Evidence oral and docu¬ 
mentary in English before Magistrate 
not knowing English is good ground for 
trp.nsfer 506 


-S, 537—Without examining com¬ 
plainant Magistrate sent for police report 
and summoned accused—Accused dis¬ 
charged as complainant absent—On sub¬ 
sequent appearance of complainant, be 
and witnesses were examined—Accused 
then summoned and tried and convicted 

—Trial held not irregular one 417a 

-S. 537 (b) —Facts disclosing offence 

under S. 211, Penal Code—Conviction un¬ 
der S. 182, I. P. C. is valid under S. 537 
(b)—Conviction for minor offence where 
commission of graver offence doubtful is 
justifiable—Penal Code (45 of 1860), Ss. 
182 and 211 119 

Criminal Trial 

-Complaint by Magistrate—Heshould 

not pass order in that case 484 

Custom 

-Purdah has been observed in U. P, 

since centuries—Easements 218a- 

D 

Damages 

-Measure—Amount fixed by parties 

is proper—Contract Act, S. 73 406 

Decree 

Setting aside—Ground of "decree in 
1915 Indexes (All.)—3 & 4 


Decree 

contravention of pleadings” is barred by 
res judicata—Ground of perjured evidence 
is not tenable 400 

Setting aside Fraud — Order ex 
parte under 0. 34, B. 6. Civil P. C.. can¬ 
not be set aside without proof of fraud— 
Omission even intentional to state prior 
attemipt to get personal decree is not 
sufficient fraud—Civil P. C. (1908), O. 34 

R. 6 397 

-Construction—Conditional decree— 

Costs assessed on assumption of plaintiff 
performing conditions — Conditions not 
performed—Decree for costs is not exe¬ 
cutable 351 

-Setting aside—Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), 

S. 11 and 0. 32, B, 15— Plea of undue 

influence through weak intellect and 
want of consideration decided against 
plaintiff in prior suit is res judicata in 
subsequent suit challenging decree in for- 
mer suit on ground of plaintiff being nob 
properly represented 265 

“—Setting aside—Jurisdiction —Decree 

obtained by committing fraud— Suit to 
set aside also lies in Court where fraud 
committed or decree passed—Civil P C 
(5 of 1908), S. 20 163a 

-Setting aside— Fraud— Non-service 

of summons does not prove fraud 163c 
--Construction—Revenue Court’s de¬ 
cree on award entitling maintenance exe- 
cutable by baking proceedings is declara¬ 
tory 61 

Deed 

-Construction— Distinction between 

contract and conveyance explained 1076 

-Construction— Transfer hypotheca¬ 
ting property with condition to pay in¬ 
terest and not to transfer till debt is 
paid is a mortgage and not charge— 
Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), Ss. 
58 and 100 15 (1) 

£ 

Easements 

-Custom—Purdah has been observed 

in U. P. since centuries 218a 

Easements Act (5 of 1882) 

-S. 13. Cl. 3 (d)— Blocking of doors 

always remaining closed and not neces¬ 
sary there being other doors for access 
held to be no infringement—But l)lock. 
ing of drain there being no other outlet 

is infringement 249 

-S. 15 —Ferry—Right bo ply ferry by 

long user can be rebutted by evidence of 
Crown grant 270 
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Easements Act 

- S. 18— Grove land used is burial 

ground held to be customary right in the 
nature of easement 402 

-S. 18—Intervention of space does 

nob atlecb right of privacy if invaded by 
ne-v construction 21Sh 

-S. 23 — Building three-storeyed 

pucka house with five spouts to discharge 
water in place of single-storeyed thatched 
roof 13 increasing burden 416 

-S. 23—Court has power to direct 

opening of another channel in place of 

one olockad 310 (1) 

-S. 33 — Divioion of water route by 

servient owner is not obstruction 342 

-Ss, 33 and 35—Ordinarily plaintiff 

is entitled to injunction rather than 
damages—Plaintiff may content himself 
with damages but is not entitled to in¬ 
junction unless damages under Oh. 9 are 
claimable 151a 

-S. 33— re<|iiiros 'iihstai.ti;. I 

damago by disturbance 15l.’> 

-S. 35 • “ Defendant coini loting dis- 

turhance pending suit talio.*! tire risk ISlff 
-Ss. 59 and 60 — licensor's trans¬ 
feree cannot revoke license when expen- 
sivo permanent works executed 56 

-S. 60 —License coupled with trans- 

fcj- of interest is irrevocable 382 

Evidence Act (1 of 1872) 

-3. 21—Admissions in written state¬ 
ments cannot bo used against other do- 
fondants 483u 

-S. 27—Confession — Pointing out of 

diiatura tree l)y accused to police—State¬ 
ment is not adinissihlu 485 

•-S. 28—Confession by one co-accused 

is adinissildo against all 221 

-S. 32—Statuinonts to police officer 

are not admissible unless tlroy are evi. 
donee about goueial repute 125 

S. 32 (6) S. :Jd (i)) does nut ro piiit) 
pruul of au, hor of old pedigree 334/ 
* 0 . 33 ’tividoneo ul dcceasovl witness 
in ex parte prucoodings when suinniuns 
not proved to he served is not admissible 
in the suit when restored 383./ 

-5. 35 — Provincial In.^olvoncy Vet 

(d el l'dU/),S, t-l Keceiror s repeat is 
no: admissihlo in evidence in iu‘osoou- 
tioii under Id 308 

— 5. 43 —.1 udgiiioiit ■: no!- inter parte^. 

are In cortadn cii cumstances adniissil'le 

229 

' — — 45 . vpp dll I; 0 l'onid disI'.LdieviiiL; 

llu' evldenc' id <d'licr puds- ol.; Lining 
an ‘ .lei- , .: ^ r. t Irnni^ im [ cc —ion rej oi t 


Evidence Act 

from expert — Procedure held uawar- 
ranted 112 

-Ss. 68 and 71 - Proof of document—- 

Only living attesting witness denying 
execution—Other evidence is admissible 

466a 

-Ss. 68 and 72 — Not properly at¬ 
tested mortgage deed is admissible as 

money bond 254 

-S. 70—S. 70 does not include admis¬ 
sion of execution before registering 
officer 383^ 

-S. 77—Copy of dakhalnama is ad- 

inissil do 341 

-S, SO—Mortgage bond GO \ears old 

executed by scribe on behalf of executant 
— No presumption of authority to sign 

exists 383(2) 

-S. 92 —Terms inconsistent to wri- 

ten contract cannot be proved 295(2)a 

-Ss. 103 and 114—Suit on lost bond 

—Plea of payment — Burden of proof cf 
payment is on defendant in spite of loss- 
of bond when bo admits execution 267 

-S. 115 — Objection to jurisdiction of 

Kevonue Courts estops objector in raising, 
same objection in civil Court — Practice, 
inconsistent plea 463 1 

-S. 115—Civil P.C. (5 of 190'^), 0.21. 

R. (>G—Putting up property to sale with¬ 
out disclosing his mortgage estops the 
mortgagee when purchaser is without 
notice 3 ^ 

-S. 118 — Oaths Act (10 of IS73), 

Ss. (1 and 13 -Deliboratoly not adminis¬ 
tering oatiis to child docs not make evi. 
donee ina'imissible - Child satisfactory 
witness when it understands it and can 
repeat 437 

Execution 

-Limitation Act (9 of I'dOS), Art. 1S2 

—Execution aigdioation struck off on fai¬ 
lure to reply to objection to attachment 
hrosn execution alter three years hell 
to I'O in continuation aiul not barred 410 
-Civil r. C. of A. 3S-Con¬ 
struction of decree — Executing Court 
cannoi.-complete or con>tiuo a decree 233 

F 

Per IV 

;o plv tony i>\- long u^er c\n 
I'O iiy e\'HieiH'e of t. rown 'riii” — 

L i^oment - Ac! (Got 1>S2'J Id 270 

G 

Grant 

t . n-M-uction.— Grant cf lan-l for 
gro '.-0 !iou: to reriice and oon.iitioa 

-n' 1 ..f revenue ii a^^e^sed —Field 




Grant 

it craafeed infcaresfc and was nofc re- 
movabla license—As no time was fixed 
for planting, it cannot be recovered for 
breach of condition unless condition ren¬ 
dered impossible 216 

Guardians and Wards Act (8 of 1890) 
^ Ss. 12 and 25 - Proceedings of ap¬ 
pointment of guardian of person not 
complete unless possession is delivered— 
Court is competent to take action under 

OQ 

b. 29 Purchase by guardian of 
minor’s property in lieu of debts is held 
in trust for minor • 121 

Hindu Law 

^ ^ Adoption Adoption of sister’s son 
IS invalid without custom 208 (2) 

Alienation Mortgage-decree against 
all adult members is binding against 
minors Suit for setting it aside on 
ground of being not party is not ten- 
able-Oivil P. 0. (5 of 1908), 0. 34, E. 1 

318 

-Alienation by father of joint ances- 

tral property without legal necessity is 
not binding on sons—Whether attesta¬ 
tion denoted consent—(Q^faere) 306 
- ^Alienation — Father — Mortgage of 
family property is not binding to the 
extent of consideration though cash but 
not for necessity 268 

‘Alienation Father’s alienation can 

be challenged by son if he was then in 
womb 

^^Alienation—Burden of proof of ne. 

oesaity is on plaintiff to make mortgage 
by some members binding on family 

Ai- ^( 2 ).. 

Alienation—Payment of Govern- 
ment revenue is family necessity 5 ( 2)6 

Alienation Family property can be 
brought to sale for so much debts as are 
of necessity 5 ( 2 )^ 

Debt—Son impleaded but subse¬ 
quently released—Decree against father 
alone Creditor s position in execution 
not afi'aotad by impleading son 126 (fc 

Debts Decree against father— 
Family property liable—Sons can con. 
test in execution the existence and mora¬ 
lity of debt 1266 

■ Debts—Son's pious duty to pay 
surety debts Ancestral property is liable 

-n . ( 1 ) 

iamily settlement—In dispute bet¬ 
ween collaterals and widow and daugh- 
tci's son, latter got proprietary posses-. 
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Hindu Law 

sion from “generation to generation”— 
Held daughters son got proprietary title 

39 

-Gift by widow with consent of next 

reversioner is binding 10 g 

—Request or gift; to some to ex¬ 
clusion of other members creates aepa- 
rate interests when donees not beads of 

joint family—Flindu law—Will 41 

-—Joint family—Property acquired by 
gift IS separate—Burden of proof is on 
them who_ allege it as joint—No lien on 
it for marriage expenses exists 168 

Joint family — Deoreg-holder at 
tached undivided sbare-Partition decree 
declaring judgment-debtor’s interest re 
mained unexecuted— Auction-purchaser 
of co-parcener’s share is not entitled to 
separate possession HI 

■—Joint family— Manager represents 
the whole family in mortgage suit 

70 ^ 

- Joint family—Manager — Transac¬ 
tion by, IS binding in absence of fraud or 

COllUSlOQ CQ 

- -Partition — Stepmother is entitled 
to share equal to son under Mitakshara 

Partition—Grandmother is entitled 

to share in partition between son and 
grandsons 2 Ql 

Beligious Office-Gift by goswami of 
Ballavacharya sect is valid and not 
against custom 

-Esversionei— Widow’s daughter is 

no impediment to reversioner's suit for 
declaration of widow’s alienation not 
being binding 255a 

--Reversioner-Consent — Attestation 

does not import consent but it may be 
proved otherwise 2556 

Eeversioner cannot sue for declara¬ 
tion that widow’s will is not biodin 
is cot alienation ^52 

Eeversioner—He can sue for declara¬ 
tion that widow’s alieuatious are no* 
binding beyond her lifetime 207 

Succession—“Bandhu” means “sa 
pinda of different gotra"—Gi-ndfathJ'-'i 
great-grandson’s daughter’s ron is 


U 


bandhu under Mitakshara 


no 


40 


« ^ w 

■Succession Grandfather's daught’Cr’s 


son is bandhu 

•Succession— Custom- 


- 

w 1 lJ 


i-u.^hter Df.t, 


excluded from inheritance among Balayan 
Jats 2 q 
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Hindu Law . 

-Widow—Civil P. 0. (5 of 1908), 

S. 11 —Adoption contested on ground of 
fact of adoption and absence of permis¬ 
sion—First Court held adoption proved 
and dismissed widow's suit on ground of 
estoppel—Evidence of permission was not 
recorded—Privy Council held adoption 
and permission proved—Decision held 
binding on reversioner in absence of fraud 

or collusion 360 

-Widow—She can retain possession 

or give free to others for her lifetime her 
husband's property 207a 

-Will—Brothers got tenancy-in-com¬ 
mon by the bequest to them in equal 
shares 

-Will—Gift'-Bequest or gift to some 

to exclusion of other members creates 
separate interests when donees not heads 
of joint family ^ 

Interpretation of Statutes 

-Stamp Act is tiscal enactment and 

should 1)8 construed in favour of subject 

(FB) 81 (2)a 
J 

Jurisdiction 

-Appeal—Record OHicor’s order is not 

appealable to District Judge 304 

-Civil or revenue—Suit for deolara- 

tion of title between rival claimants or 
alternatively for possession of occupancy 
holding is cognizable by civil Court 274 
-Consent of parties o.innot give juris¬ 
diction to appollato Court to liear appeal 
when birred—Civil P. C. (5 of 19118), 
Sch. 2. Cl. 10 _ 165 

— —Appellate Court’s decree against de¬ 
fendants nob parties to appeal is ultra 
vires 120 (2) 

1 . 

Land Acquisition Act (1 of 1894) 

— 5. 36(2)- Ac.ricullural laiul aciiuired 

for (jiiarrying "Ivankar" ioin]‘ 0 ’-aril\— 
Damages can bo ascertained after oxinry 

of the period of lease 477 

Landlord and Tenant 

- Abadi —landlord owner of— Right to 

house site is co-oxtonsive with tenancy 

481 

-l-Apropriotary toriancy — Appurten¬ 
ance -Meaning of a))pmion:\uco explained 
-ifor. e bel'u-o acquisition of torvincy is 
not a|ipurf,eiianoe—Us mortgage is valiii 

— Agra 'i’onancv Vet (2 o( 190l). Ss. 'JO 

and :il ' ■ • 450(1) 

— - (diaracior of oiaM;pancy boldipg^ not 

changed by i^l ud ii^g gi ove wit h namin. 


Landlord and Tenant 

dar’s consent—Trees are nontransferabla 

444 

-Zamindar cannot eject tenant if he 

builds house on site in his possession for 
agricultural purposes—No adverse pos¬ 
session * 312 

-Ejected tenant has no right to ap¬ 
pertaining house 214 

-Grove-holder on sir land paying rent 

cannot be ejected by zamindar on loss of 
zamindari 21(1) 

Legal Practitioners Act (18 of 1879) 

^ -S. 13—Duty to stick to one side so 

far as possible—Appearance in appeal in 
assault case against servants of zamindar 
—Subsequent proceedings under S. 145» 
Criminal P. G.. against his clients —Ap¬ 
pearance for complainant against original 
clients in absence of offer by them did 
not amount to misconduct (FB) 375(2) 

-S. 13 (b)—Pleader must not change 

sides—Duty to inform client when in* 
structions olYered by other side 

(FB) 155(1) 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908) 

--S. 5—S. 5 should be liberally con¬ 
strued where negligence, inaction or mala 
tides is not imputed 459(2) 

-Ss. 5, 14 and Art. 168—Civil P. C. 

(o of 1908), Sob. 2. Cls. 17 and 20—Ag¬ 
reement to refer to arbitration pending 
mutation—Award given —Party aggrieved 
took up matter before Board who re* 
mandod for trial de novo—Application 
under Cl. 17 held not proper as stage con* 
tomplatod was passed—Application under 
Cl. 20 was barred—Ss. 5 and 14, Tjim, 
Act, bold not applicable 369 

-S. 5—Counsel’s negligence held to 

be not sulhcient cause (Per IiichardSt 
C. J .)—Counsel is liable to client for his 
neglect 34 

-— S. 6 —S. 0 applies to limitation pro- 
vidoil bv t he Act—It does not apply to 

Civil P.'C. (A of lOt's). S. IS 349^2) 

-S. 6~Civil P. C. (A of 1908), S, 48— 

S. Ijiin. Act, docs not extend period 

tixed by S. 18, Civil r. C. 122 

-S. 12 and Art. 179—Copying days 

would la) oxoludod in computing limita¬ 
tion for leave to appeal to Privv Council 

335(2) 

—“Ss. 14. 5 and Art. 168 —Civil P. C. 
(.» oi 190>), 8oh. 2, Cls. 17 and 20—Ag* 

roomont. to refer to arbitration pending 
mutation — Award given — Party aggrieved 
took up matter before Board who re- 
nuvnded for trial de novo —ApplicatiCD 
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Limitation Act 

under Cl. 17 held not proper as stage 
contemplated was passed—Application 
under CL 20 was barred. Ss. 5 and 14, 
Lim. Act, held not applicable 369 

- S. 15—Agreement of partTes not 

acted on and without Court’s order does 
not save limitation 2316 

- S. 25—Mortgage bond payable by 

instalments—Suit filed after 12 years ac¬ 
cording to Gregorian Calendar—Suit held 
barred—Test when time begins to run is 
when plaintiff is entitled to demand if no 

instalment is paid 272 

-Art. 10—Suit by preferential pre- 

emptor against remote pre-emptor who 
had obtained decree is governed by Art. 10 

114(1) 

- Arts. 44, 144 and 91 —Suit by co¬ 
parcener to set aside sale by another and 
for possession is governed by Art. 144 

113 

- Art. 49^—Proof of demand and refu¬ 
sal is necessary to make wrongful deten- 
tion—Mere nonpayment of rent would 
not suffice 449 

- Art. 57 —Return of advance for pur- 

phase of goods becomes due after period 
fixed by usage or reasonable time fixed 
for delivery of goods 161a 

-Art. 60- -Art, 60 governs suit for re¬ 
covery of deposits—Time runs from de¬ 
mand 78 

-Arts. 62, 97 and 116—Suit for re¬ 
covery of purchase money by purchaser 
whose name mutated, but whenever came 
in possession and whose vendee’s title 
was disproved—Sale deed stipulating for 
return of money on dispossession by real 
owner is governed by either Art. 62 or 

Art. 97 but not by Art. 116 339 

' Art. 62—Suit for money received by 
agent after termination of agency is gov- 
erned by Art. 62 259 

- Arts. 62 and 120—Suit by hei^* 

against other heirs for share of debt re¬ 
covered is governed by Art. 62 253 

- Arts. 62 and 120—Three brothers 

holding specific shares, one managing 
them—Manager receiving interest on in¬ 
vestments—Suit for share is suit for par¬ 
tition and governed by Art. 120 148 

—Art. 62 — Mahomedan widow's 
suit for share of debt realized by her hus¬ 
band's other heirs in suit against debtors 
and herself is governed by Art. 62 12 

■- Arts. 91 and 120—Time for suit for 

declaration of mortgage being ineffectual 


Limitation Act 

for want of consideration runs from date 
of mortgage—Mortgage 212 

-Arts. 91, 144 and 44 —Suit by co¬ 
parcener to set aside sale'by another and 
for possession is governed by Art. 144 

113 

-Arts. 97, 116 and 62- Suit for re¬ 
covery of purchase money by purchaser 
whose name mutated but who never 
came in possession and whose vendee’s 
title was disproved— Sale deed stipulat¬ 
ing for return of money on dispossession 
by real owner is governed by either Art. 
62 or Art. 97 but not by Art. 116 339 

- - Arts. 116 and 109 —Suit by usu¬ 
fructuary mortgagee for possession and 
mesne profits against mortgagor held to 
be for compensation for breach of con- 
tract—Art. 116 held applicable 393 (1) 
- Arts. 116, 62 and 97— Suit for re¬ 
covery of purchase money by purchaser 
whose name mutated but who never came 
in possession and whose vendee’s title 
was disproved—Sale deed stipulating for 
return of money on dispossession by real 
owner is governed by either Art. 62 or 
Art. 97 but not by Art. 116 339 

- Arts. 120 and 62 —Three brothers 

holding specific shares, one managing 
them — Manager receiving interest on 
investments—Suit for share is suit for 
partition and governed by Art. 120 148 

- Art. 120 —Suit by reversioner for 

declaration against widow’s alienation is 
governed by Art. 120. 130 

- Arts. 120 and 131 -Rent suit is 

governed by Art. 131 and not .\rt. 120 

67 (1) 

- Arts. 131 and 120 —Rent suit is 

governed by Art. 131 and not i\rt. 120 

67 (1) 

-“Art. 132— (Per FiUl Mort¬ 
gage of 1890 payable in ten yearly* in¬ 
stalments—Right to sue for whole in 
default of one instalment—Deed further 
provided for interest to remain payable 
till realization even if suit not filed on 
default—Suit in 1912 was barred by 
Art. 132. (Per Banerjee, J Gontra)~-On 
true construction money became due 
after ten years (FB) 189 

- Art. 134 —Purchaser with know. 

ledge of his vendor’s title as mortgagee 
onlv is not protected bv Art. 134 425 

- Art. 134- -Private purchaser from 

auction-f)urchaser of mortgagee's rights 
can rely on Art. 134 if purchase is bona 

fide of absolute title 422 
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Litnitation Act 

Art. 134 and S. 10 —Suit for posses¬ 
sion against mortgagee oi endowed pro¬ 
perty from trustee if in possession for 
12 years before Act (9 of 1871) on ground 
of mortgage being void is barred 314 

Arts. 134 and 148 —^Alortgagoo’s 

vendees title is not adverse from date of 
sale Redemption suit lies within 60 
years ’2036 

Arts. 144, 44 and 91—Suit by co¬ 
parcener to set aside sale by another and 
for possession is governed by Art. 1-M 

A 113 

Arts. 148 and 134—Mortgagee’o 

vendee's title is not adverse from date of 
sale—Bedemption suit lies within 60 
years 203b 

Art. 164 Ex-parte decree passed 
under old .\ct auid execution applied un¬ 
der new—Application to set aside ex- 
parto decree governed by Art. li'l of the 
new Act 392 

168 and Ss. 5 and 14—Civil 
P. C. (o of 1!)08). Scb. 2. Oh. 17 and 20 - 
Agreement to refer to arbitration [tend- 
injMautaf ion—Award given—Parly ag¬ 
grieved took U[i niaitor before Hoard who 
remanded for trial do novo — Applioatiou 
under Cl. 17 bold not proper as stage 
contemplated was passed — Application 
under 01. 20 was Irarrod—Ss. o and 11, 
Cimitation Act, hold not applicable 


3G9 


—^-Art. 170 - Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), 
0- 44, K, 1 Apiioal'on delioiont stamp 
bled alter 30 davs-'Praver to treat as 
application under 0. It, R. 1 hold ))arrod 

by time 310 (2) 

Ait. 179 and S. 12—CopN'ing days 
would ho excluded in computing limi¬ 
tation for leave to appeal to Privy Ooun- 

“'h A '335(2) 

Art. 181 .\rt. ISl governs ai>pli. 

cation under O. ;u. R. n. Civil P. C — 

Time tuns when right to ajiply accrues 

A 336 r 

n O] *0 ’Mii)lv under 

O. 34, H. 0, I'Ggins after expiry of time 

illowod bv tir^t Court—No fre^h -'art 

in:: point is givtm by appellate decrees 
conltnning first ('onri’s decree 336'. 

Art. 182 -'- Hxneulion apidierfim 
struck oil on lailiire to roi'lv to ohj.v-f,i(,r» 
o atf-udiment -- e'..,een!ion 

'tnee vears b,dd (o be in r.n„, inuat ion 
tnd not, ‘'ari'ed “Ihecution | 1 Q 

— ■ Art. 182 — I'Xornlion M'l.lir ■ i ioTi 

viMiouf. hs*- und-u- O p| i.' i •, 


Limitation Act 

P. C., is not application according to law 
and if not amended does not save limi¬ 
tation 320 

Art. 182—Judgment-debtor asking 
for two weeks’ time—Court struck off 
execution application for convenience—• 
Subsequent application after three years 
held to be one for reviving the original 

92 

-Art. 182 (5) —Limitation begins to 

run from the date of application to take 
step-in-aid and not from the date it is 
ordered 231a 

Art. 182 (7) —Uncertibed payments 
of decree cannot extend period—.\ppli- 
cation must be within throe years of 
default 3115 

M 

Mahomedan Law 

“ Debts Creditor of deceased cannot 
follow estate in hands of bona bda trans¬ 
feree from heir 297 

'Pre emption — Second deiuand nob 
neoossary if witnesses and vendee pre¬ 
sent at brst demand 294a 

Pre-emption—Right arises oven in 
transfer in lieu of dower debt 2946 * 

Malicious prosecution 

'"'Defendant need not ho proseoutor—“ 
It is .Hullicient if prosecution ^Yas at de¬ 
fendant's instance—W-rost by defendant 
himself involved great responsibility 

51 (2)a 

-Damages for mental distress and 
l>odi]y discomfort owing to arrest and 
detention iu-lock-uii are asvardable 

Maxims 

Ij'.iw does not notice trivial disturb- 

i5io 

Minor 

Dooreo —netting aside—That mother 
of guardian did not defend suit is no 
ground for sotting aside 159/) 

Mortgage 

Poisonvl decree — Practice — Relief 
“Mortgage suit against mortgagor’s son 
Ivxouition not proved—Money decree 

o imiot be p issed 375(1) 

' —^jimitatien Vc' (Oof 100-). Arts. 91 
aii'l Idd - L'ime lor .mit lor declaiation 
ol nuu-tgigj being ine.loctual for want 
>■>1 consi.loraMon runs lro:n date of 
■norl 1 ge 212 

Mortgu'gor and MortgAaoee 

Adverse p’'sse:;^’,on Assertion of 
livers »MM'bv nvm*" t \ go such Joes 
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Mortgagor and Mortgagee 

not extinguish right of redemption 

• 203a 

-Specific Relief Act, S. 42 and S. 52— 

Suit by mortgagor against usufructuary 
mortgagee for injunction to enhance rent 
attorned to him or for declaration of 
being entitled to be credited with en¬ 
hanced rent is not tenable unless mort¬ 
gagee is persistently and without cause 
under-letting the shops 16 

N 

Negotiable Instruments Act (26 of 
1881) 

S. 8-* Debtor cannot dispute want 
of consideration but only validity of the 
assignment of promissory note 84 (1) 

-Ss. 13 and 87—Suit on promissory 

note —Plea of alteration — Promissory 
note, not being payable to plaintiff or 
order, held not negotiable instrument 
within S. 87 —Injustice not caused by 
Court not deciding point of alteration 
so norevision lies—Civil P. 0.(5 of 1908), 
S. 115 241 

—78—Person entitled to poss 0 .«sion 
of promissory note negotiable or not is 
entitled to sue 261 

S. 118 (a)—Pre sumption of consi¬ 
deration does not arise when plaintiff tries 
and fails to prove consideration 228 

o 

Oaths Act (10 of 1873) 

--Ss. 6 and IS—Deliberately not ad¬ 
ministering oath to child does not make 
evidence inadmissible—Child satisfactory 
witness when it understands it and can 
repeat—Evidence Act (1872), S. 118 

437 

Occupancy Holding 

-Effect of mortgage—Mortgage with 

possession before Tenancy Act—Mort¬ 
gagor cannot relinquish tenancy for con¬ 
sideration 447 

-Mortgage of occupancy and fixed 

rate holding together vitiates the whole 
transaction—Contract Act (9 of 1872), 

S. 24 2 95 (1) 

-Grove—Grove planted on occupancy 

land is not transferable 226 

P 

Pardanashin Lady 

•-Dealings must be understood by 

them—Consideration must be proved- 

4666 

Partition 

■-Trees go with the land in revenue 

parf-Hion unless otherwise provided 75 


Penal Code (45 of 1360) 

-Ss. 82, 83. 354 and 376—English 

law presumption of inability of boy of 14 
committing rape is not applicable in 
India—It is que.stion of fact 134 

-Ss. 149 and 302—Death happening 

in lathi charge with object of rescuing 
cattle—All are guilty under S. 302 281 


-S. 182—Assistant Collector not com¬ 
petent to receive application under rules 
framed under S. 70, Civil P. C.. cannot 
order prosecution under S. 182 283 

-S. 185—Bidding in false name and 

without intention of selling drugs is of¬ 
fence under S. 185 93 (2) 

-S. 188 —.-^gra Tenancy Act (2 of 

1901), S. 51—Order of suspension or re- 
missioTj deprives the landholder’s right of 
suit—No offence if he recovers by lawful 
means ^*^2 

-S. 196—Persuading others to make 

statements is not offence under S. 195 


388 (1) 

-Ss. 201, 511 and 380 -- Accused 

stole forged promissory note from tile of 
suit by entering inner verandah of house 
of official aud on pursuit tore the note-- 
Accused held guilty r.nder S. 380 and also 

Ss. 201 and 511 3 35 

-Ss. 323 and 325—When simple and 

grievous hurt caused in s^ime al'h’r, 
cumulative sentences can be pas-:’ed 


4176 

Ss. 323 and 332 — Accused causing 


hurt to E.xcise Inspector and constable 
making illegal search is nob guilty under 

S. 332 but under S. 323 20S (1) 

-S. 332 —Resistance to illegal search 

is not offence 4306 

Ss. 332 and 323—Accused cau:dag 

hurt to Excise Inspector and constable 
making illegal search is not guilty under 

S. 332 bub under S. 323 208 (1) 

-S. 353 — Person assaulting officer 

conducting search not complying with 
provisions of Ss. 165 and 166, Criminal 
P, C., cannot be convicted under S, 853 

442a 

-Ss. 353, 333 and 332 —Officers to 

be entitled to protection must scru’ni- 
lously comply with provision of law 
particularly in cases of search 4426 

-Ss. 366 and 373—Girl voluntarily 

leaving bar guardian, met and lived vith 
accused—She was handed over to otr.er 
and thus changed several hands un.til 
she was made over to be married—Ac¬ 
cused held not guilty 390 
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Penal Code* 

~—Ss. 376, 82, 83 and 354—English 

law presumption of inability of boy of 11 
committing rape is not applicable in 
India—It is question of fact 134 

S. 379 —Removal must be dishonest 
to constitute theft 418 

- Ss. 380, 201 and 511 —Accused 

stole forged promissory note from file of 
suit by entering inner verandah of house 
of official and on pursuit tore the note— 
Accused held guilty under S. 380 -and 
also Ss. 201/511 385 

-S. 403—Mean ing of misapi)ropria- 

tion explained Dishonesty is essential 

3805 

Ss. 409 and 477 (A) —Criminal P. 

C. (5 of 1898). Ss. 222 (2) and 233—Joint 
charge of broach of trust and falsification 
of accounts is illegal 462 

Ss. 409 and 420 —Criminal P. C. (5 
of 1898), S.-10.'} -Complaint under S3.I20 
and 109, 1. P. C., can be ro-institutod if 
dismissed on complainant’s wish SO^r 

456 Stranger caught insiJe house 

at 2 a. rn, in having ontorod hy a closed 
door with criminal intent is guilty of 
S. 150 —burden of proving honest inton, 
tion is on accuse ! 17 g 

-S. 467 —Ciiminal C. (Oof 



8, [[)) '"Sanction necessary for piosoou- 
tion under S. IG7. I. C. 21 (2) 

‘S. ^98 -l-lntiei'ig V. itii intoniion to 
ron.arr\m > i; oa'onoe umior S. 19 S 120(1) 
o. t>00 —Kopotition of defamatory 
statement in in.(uiry eonstilutes soiMrato 
puhlieation 162 

~^Ss. 511, 201 and 380 — .\eeusod 
stole lorged promi.ssorv note from tile of 
Sint by entering im.or verandah of house 
of effieial, and on pursuit toro tlie note — 
Accused held guilty under S. 380 and 
also Ss. 201/5 I i. 385 

Pensions Act (23 of 1871) 

Ss. 4 .uid 6—Civil Court has no 
]iiri.-,iuctioti to make declaration ail'octing 
fjovoruajent revenue 29 

Poxioe , _jt (5 of 1861) 

^-S. 42 Ci.il !■. C. (0 of S. SO 

• *nt against police oQicor for ai-is done 
un.ier Ci iminal Ih'ooeduro Code-Not,ice 
ixsos.onl:.! S. 1 -, lv,lioo Act,.loos not, 
•ipply oco 

Post O:lice Act (11 oi 1866) 

- ,3s, I'j, 2C, 61 ,u..: 70 10 Ooos 

not. i,|,|uj to ..ioiiOin^ „i oooaiuo aiul it is 
noi olUmce un ior S (il 

Piactict, 

— - Ineon.i.;.,,; ilo.x Kvix.ouco Act 


s 9 

0 


Practice 

S. 115—Objection to jurisdiction of Re¬ 
venue Courts estops objector in raising 
same objection in civil Court 463 (t 
-Relief—Mortgage suit against mort¬ 
gagor's son — Execution not proved—• 
Money decree cannot be passed—Mort- 
gage—Personal decree 375 (i) 


-Evidence—Objection to admissibility 

of evidence must be raised when evidence 

tendered 3346 

-Pleading—Denial of being entitled 

to possession as service tenure is no bar 
to suit for recovery of land as service 
tenure holding 1166 

-Pleadings —Claim for ejectment de¬ 
creed on defendant’s failure to establish 
his tenancy in Revenue Court under 
S. 202, Agra Tenancy Act—Appellate 
Court holding defendant tenant for want 
of notice under S. 109, T. P. Act. reversed 
decree—Hold appellate •Court erred in 
view of defendant’s pleadings 115 

-Appeal— Suit decided by Munsif 

though filed in Subordinate Judge’s Court 
.\pp 0 al lieard by latter on transfer 
from District Judge is valid 5 (1) 

Pre-emption 

L’roof—PiaintitV has to prove not 
only custom creating right but also exis¬ 
tence of right in him 423 

A]>peal—^lere application to with- 
draw money does not take awa>’ right of 
appeal 325 

— -Wajibubirz—Cosharer in same thok 

has riglit to pre-empt cosharer vendee 
of dilVorent thok 319 

-Wajihularz—Ek-jaddi oosharer held 
to luLvo profereritial right 292 

^Vajihnlarz giving rigiit to khalsa 
and malik hut not giving incidents of 
ou'^tom Right held on-oxtensive with 
Malioniodan law 260 

— ajihulai'/. Presumption that en 
tries refer to custom oan he rebutted hy 
tlio language road with other evidence' 

239a 

^ ^^ajihularz No decision by High 
b'Ouit about non-oxis;enco of oustom of 
pre.omiition in Saharanpur District or 
that \\ ajilnilar/. in .Saharanpur are not 
evidetwo of custom 239c 

Ci.‘>haior in possessioii hv sale deed 
unoballenged for three years U recorded 
co4nirer for pro-omption suit 160 (2) 

— ‘Question of voiuior s title cannot bo 

raised rre-omptor must take the title 
which vendee w.is taking 154^, 
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Pre-emption 

-Suit must be with respect to entire 

property 1546 

-Wajibularz — Right given to “ co¬ 
sharers in village ” when village not par¬ 
titioned — After partition cosharer of 
another mahal not held entitled to pre¬ 
empt 150 

-Custom—Burden of prcof of exis¬ 
tence of custom and also existence of 
right against oosharer is on plaintiff— 
Wajibularz of doubtful meaning is not 
sufficient 143 (l)a 

Wajibularz —Construction — Words 
karibi ” and " baidi ” are ambiguous 

143 (1)6 

-Wajibularz — Giving right of pre¬ 
emption in case of mortgage right is not 
enforceable in case of simple mortgage 

142 


-Inadequate offer by cosharer is 

tantamount to refusal to purchase— 
(semble) Vendor’s duty is to act bona 
fide and give fair opportunity to co¬ 
sharer 51(1) 

Probate and Administration Act (5 
of 1881) 

-S. 23 —Interest in property of de¬ 
ceased is necessary for grant of letters 

172 {2)c 

S. 50—Notice is essential to set 
aside order of grant of letters-of admini¬ 
stration 172 {2)a 

-S, 50—Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), Ss. 

114 and 151—Apart from S. 50, Act 5 
of 1881, Court can reconsider order of 
grant of letters under S. 114 and exer¬ 
cise its inherent powers 172 (2)6 

Provincial Insolvency Act ( 3 of 
1907) 

-^S, 4 (b) — Collusive decree for 

transferring possession is transfer of pro¬ 
perty within S. 4(b) 225 

—Ss. 11 (d) and 15—Inclusion of 
bogus debts in schedule is alone no 
ground for dismissal of insolvency peti¬ 
tion 455 

-S. 13—Execution sale proceeds rea¬ 
lized before adjudication do not vest in 
receiver 62 (1) 

-S. 18—Duty of Court and receiver 

is to preserve insolvent’s property of 
whatever value 3896 

-Ss. 31 and 34—Decree-holder is en¬ 
titled to auction sale proceeds realized 
before adjudication 406a 

-Ss. 31 and 34—Order before ad¬ 
judication, that portion of sale proceeds 
would stand security for decree that 


Provincial Insolvency Act 

may be passed, made decree-holder se¬ 
cured creditor 4066 

'S. 31 — Creditor made sole agent for 
sale of debtor’s books with condition 
that sale proceeds are to be credited 
towards debt—Creditor is a secured 
creditor 279 

— S. 34—Scope of—Creditors are in 
same position whether they have at¬ 
tached property or not—Attaching ere- 
ditor cannot sell property after adjudica¬ 
tion 305 

—S. 36 — Enquiry into challenged 
mortgage debt must be made 81 (1) 

-S. 37—Letting out by insolvent on 

reasonable rent is valid 389a 

-S. 43—Receiver’s report is not ad- 

missible in evidence in prosecution under 
S, 43—Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 35 

308 

Provincial Small Cause Courts Act 
( 9 of 1887) 

-S. 25—High Court can interfere if 

suit is dismissed as time barred presum* 
ing date of payment as date of delivery 
of goods 1616 

- S. 25—Civil P. C. (5 of 1908). S. 

115—Question of plaintiff’s right to sue 
as agent cannot be raised in revision 80 

- S. 37—Small Cause Court nature 

suit transferred to regular and Cried as 
regular suit—Appeal lies 219 

- Sch. 2, Art. 29 —Suit for accounts 

alleging dissolution or alternatively 
praying for dissolution is not cognizable 
by Small Cause Court 606 

-^Sch. 2, Art. 31 —Suit for money 

against defendant for appropriating en¬ 
tire fish from joint tank is of small cause 
nature—No second appeal lies 396 

■Sch. 2, Arts. 41 and 42—Arts. 41 
and 42 except suit for contribution of 
mortgage debt by co-mortgagor 143 (2) 

- Sch. 2, Art 41—Art. 41 bars suit 

for contribution from tenants in the 
same khata with plaintiff 118 

- Sch 2, Art. 42—Suit for recover¬ 
ing money forced to pay to save pro¬ 
perty wrongfully mortgaged is suit for 
compensation and is cognizable—Suit 
against one wrongdoer is maintainable 

317 

Public Gambling Act (3 of 1867) 

- Ss. 1 and 3—Enclosure of semi cir¬ 
cular low brick wall place—Enclosure 
held place within the Act 424 
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Railways Act (9 of 1890) 

- S. 72—Risk nota A is indemnity 

bond by sender—It does not affect as¬ 
signee’s rights to receive goods as ordered 
— Railway must offer reasonable facili¬ 
ties for weighing—Railway is lialde for 
loss caused thereby 155 (2) 

■-S. 75—No liability for loss of pas¬ 

senger's luggage containing silver and silk 
in absence of declaration arises 328 
Registration Act (16 of 1908) 

S. 17—Family settlement about im. 
movable property does not require regis¬ 
tration 585 

-S. 17 (2) (6) —Compromise between 

decree-holders in execution and acted 
upon requires no registration—Compro¬ 
mise is binding—Compromise 303 

- S. 17 (2) (6)—Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), 

0, 23, R. 3—Agreement of compromise 
in mutation case is not rogistrablo and is 

adiiiissil'le in other suit 332 

S 

Specific Relief Act (1 of 1877) 

“S. 9 —DiiVoronce between suit under 
'S. 9 an.l suit on possessory title against 
trespasser is tiiat defonco of title can l>o 
take:' in the lattor and on failure plaiu- 
titl is entitled to docroo 244 

Ss. 15 and 16—Agroomont t*.) sell 
whole by owner of half-share in house — 
specific perfermanco of half on pa\ n ent 
of full piico c.'ii I'o decree: 263 

S. 41 -] tiscrctlon to iin|ioso con li- 
tion Minor’s suit, fo-' sotting aside mort¬ 
gage must ijo deciood without condition 
of returning consideration 209 

S. 42 Suit for declaration of being 
an Honorary Secretary—Purdon is on 
plaintiff to show that suit is 'for legal 
right under R. Iff 197-/ 

■■ S' "^2 Proi'orty in pcs--ossic»i of 
Court, of Wards for person ostablishin*-* 
his title-Ruit under R. -Iff lies against 
rival claimants | 0 /j 

Ss. 42 and 52 Suit liy mortgagor 
a-ain^f. usufructuary morteagoo forinju’nc- 
tiotM.o enluinco rent atlornoil (oiiim or 
for dociimtiou ofl.oing ontitlod to !o 
Ci'cditod with onlianeed rent isnol. ton- 
able unless mort.-ieoe i- persistjiillv 

■nu without calico undorl ff tin;. (],,, .luq.s 
Mori ■’> or and nuua " ■!'.le TP 

Stamn Act (2 of ICsi))' 

/ deed and mainfeiuueo 

■laod oxeripod hv fuo brotlior.^ recipro¬ 
cal y form ana '••nmfirn and oo-n- 
-Mor a . j 


Stamp Act 

-S. 4 —Instrument of settlement of 

property on full stamp—Another instru’ 
ment confirming first with certain altera¬ 
tion is to be charged with one rupee 

(FB) 81 (2)6 

-Ss. 56 and 57—No reference w'ith 

respect to imaginary documents lies 

(FB) 33 

^-Sch. 1, Arts. 45 and 55~ Rivals 

claiming full and sole ownership—Com¬ 
promise hy release cf portion—Deed ex¬ 
ecuted is deed of release and not of parti¬ 
tion — Stamp duty is leviable under 

Art 55 (FB)421 

-Sch.l, Arts. 55 and 45—Rivals 

claiming full and sole owneiwhij^ — Com¬ 
promise by release of portion—Deed ex¬ 
ecuted is deed of release and net of 
partition—Stamp duty is levialde im lor 

Art. 55 ■ fFB]421 

T 

Fort 

--Nuisance— Overhanging branches 

can bo renoved 132 

Husband is not liable for misapp-ro- 
]U'iatioii by wile to lior master 128 

Trade mark 

It can l^e infringed by advertise- 
nioiit. 262.1 

Transfer of Properly Act (4 of 1882) 
S. 6 Contract not to claim I'lo- 
porty by inboritance in iuture icu* ':cod 
oonslderittion is nob illegal 486 (1) 

' S. 6 Dispute lietwoen reversioner 
and tlaughtor of last male owner—Com- 
proniiso agreoiuont to relinquish his olaioi 
lor consideration — Transaction not 
transfer of spos successionis but settle¬ 
ment of disputed claim 441 

Ss. 51, 63 and 72—Usufructi'.ary 
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A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 1 (1) 

Chamier andPiggott, JJ. 

Kanhai Lai and another —Plaintiffs— 
AppHoants 

V. 

Mtd Ohand and others —Defendants— 
Respondents. 

Civil Revn. Appln. No. 138 of 1914, 
decided on l4fch December 1914, from the 
decree of offg. Sub J., Shahjahanpur, dated 
26fch June 1914, 

Civil P, C. (5 of 1908), S. 115— Re/ttsing amend¬ 
ment of decree on interpretation of decree—No 
irregularity even if wrong—No revision lies. 

When a Subordinate Judge, holding that the 
expression *' future interest ’’ used in a decree 
means interest from the date of decision and not 
from the date of the institution of the suit, dis¬ 
allows an application for the amendment of the 
decree, he commits no irregularity ; and whether 
he is right or wrong, the High Court has no juris¬ 
diction to interfere in revision. [P. 1, C. 2.] 

Lain Mohan Banerjee —for Applicants. 

Gulzari Lal- iox Respondents. 

Judgment. —This is an application for 
revision of an order of the Subordinate 
Judge of Shahjahanpore declining to amend 
a decree. The applicants suing on a mort¬ 
gage claimed Rs. 16,851-1-6 on account of 
principal and interest up to the date of 
suit* They asked for future interest, that 
is, interest after the date of the institution 
of the Bait, The Court “decreed the claim 
■with coats, and six per cent, per annum 
future interest.” The office prepared a 
decree which declared that Rs. 16,851-1-6 
on account of principal and interest and 
Rs. 204 on account of costs, total 
Rs. 18,055-1-6. were due to the plaintiffs 
on January 9th, 1914, that is the date on 
which the suit was decided and allowed the 
plaintiffs interest on the last-mentioned 
sum frem that 4ate till realization at the 


rate of six per cent, per annum. The 
plaintiffs by an application which appears 
to have been prepared on January 20bh, 
1914, but was not filed until April 2lBt, 
1914, asked the Court to amend the decree, 
which they said was not in accordance 
with the judgment. They contended that 
the judgment allowed interest from the date 
of the suit up to the date of realisation on 
the amount claimed. The Subordinate 
Judge says: “From the perusal of the 
judgment it appears that the Court did not 
allow interest from the institution up to 
the date of the decree and, therefore, the 
decree is all right,” and the application was 
disallowed. Thus it appears the Subordin¬ 
ate Judge construed the expression ‘‘future 
interest” to mean interest from the date' 
of decision, and not from the date of the| 
institution of the suit. He may have been' 
wrong and the Court when deciding the 
case may have intended to allow interest 
from the date of the institution of the suit;' 
but it is impossible to say that the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge has acted irregularly. He 
bad jurisdiction to decide wrongly as well 
as to decide rightly ; and whether be was 
right or whether he was wrong, we are 
unable to entertain this application in 
revision. We, therefore, dismiss it with 
costs. 

Application dismissed^ 


A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 1(2) 

Richards, C. J. and Banerjee J. 

T. G. Mukerji —Plaintiff-Appellant 

v. 

Afzal Beg and others —-Defendanla — 
Resoondents. 

First Appeal No. 145 of 1913, decided 
on 17th December 1914, from the decision 
of the Sub-J., Debra Dan, 


2 Allahabad Mathdba Pbasad v. Ramohaban Lal 


1915 


C.P.C. (5 of 1908), O. 23. R. I—Suit/or parti- 
Hon dismissed as compromi8ed~^Leave to bring 
Jresh suit not obtained^Compromise not car- 
ried out—Presh suit not barred—Bight to 
partition is continuing right. 

Where a suit for partition is dismissed upon 
report of a compromise whereby the defendants 
promises to execute a sale deed to the plaintifi of 
all his rights in the property for a specified con¬ 
sideration, and no leave to bring a fresh suit is 
obtained, a fresh suit for partition is not barred 
If the agreement is not carried out. [P. 2. C. 1.] 

So C. Banerji —for Appellant. 

Idbal Ahniad —for Respondents. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of a 
suit for partition of a house. The plaintiff 
alleged that he was entitled to three-fourths 
of the house whilst the defendants were 
entitled to one-fourth. The Court below, 
without going into the merits of the ease, 
held that the suit is not maintainable, up¬ 
on the ground that there was a previous suit 
between the plaintiff and the predeoes- 
sor-in-title of the defendants for partition 
of this very house which was dismissed on 
the 11th of November 1905, and the plain¬ 
tiff did not obtain permission to bring a 
fresh suit. It appears that when the pre¬ 
vious suit was instituted, the predeoessor- 
in-title of the defendants agreed to execute 
a sale-deed to the plaintiff of all his rights 
in the house for the sum of Rs. 5,750. It is 
admitted on both sides that this agreement 
'was never curried out. The plaintiff says 
in his plaint that after repeated attempts 
to get the sale-deed executed the prodeces- 
Bor-in-title of the defendants refused to 
execute the sale. We think the decision 
of the Court below was wrong. As soon 
as the defendants or their predeeessor-in- 
title failed to carry out the compromise, 
the parties were relegated to their rights 
as they existed prior to the oorapromiso. 
The right to bring a suit for partition, un¬ 
like other suits, is a continuing right in¬ 
cidental to the ownership of joibt property. 
It may be that at one time th© desire for 
partition may cease, oircumstanoes may 
again occur which make it desirable or 
necessary that partition should take place. 
Reliance has been placed hy the respon¬ 
dents on the case of Gulkarnli Lal v. 
mauni Lal (1), where the facts were very 
similar to the facts of the present case. 
We lind that the question involved had 
been previously decided in the case of Mas- 

(1) (1901) 23 A]lT2l9l(i9oirirw7l^ 


ratullah v. Mujibullah (2). This case was 
followed in the case of Bisheshar Das v. 
Ram Frasad (3), one of the learned 
Judges being the same as had decided 
the case of Qulkandi Lal v. Manni 
Lal (1). There is a Calcutta ruling 
to the same effect, viz., Madan Afohan 
Mondul Baikunta Nath Mondul (4). 

We may observe that no question of 
title was determined in the previous litiga¬ 
tion and BO no question of res judicata 
arises. 

We allow the appeal, set aside the de¬ 
cree of the Court below and remand the 
case to that Court with directions to re* 
admit it under the original number on the 
file, and proceed to hear and determine the 
same according to law. The appellant will 
have his costs of this appeal. Other ooato 
will be costs in the cause. 

Appeal decreed'. Case remanded, 

(2) (1891) 13 All. 309-{1891) A. W. N. 117. 

(3) (1906) 38 All. B27-(1906) A.W.N. 142-3 A. 

L.J. 379. 

(4) (I90r.) 10 C.W.N. 839. 
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Chamier and. PkuiOtt, JJ. 

Mathura Prasad —Applicant-Appellant 

v. 

Bamcharan Lal —Opposite Party-Res¬ 
pondent. 

First Appeal No. 46 of 1914, decided 
on 12bh January 1915, from an order of 
the Addl. Sub-J., Oawnpore* 

(a) CitU P. C. (5 of 1903). O. 9, R. l--Decree 
is suyCrsCilcd by afPolUitc decree—The lou'er 
Court Ctinnot amend or alter its decree at ins- 
tance o/ex-parto defendants, 

Where a docroo of the lower Court is superse¬ 
ded by a decree of the superior Court, the former 
cannot alter or amend its decree at the instanoe 
of the defendants agaiust whom it had passed an 
ex pitrle decree. [P. 3, C. 1.) 

(b) Court Fees Act (7 of 1870). S, l—Appettant 
need not pay Court^/ee on total valuation but to 
the extent to which he is interested. 

Where the valuation of the original suit is 
over Ks. 5,0Ot) but the appollaut is interested 
only to the extent of Rjj. 200, ho can value Ms 
appeal at Rs. 300. [P. 3, C. 2.] 

Benode Beftari —for Appellant, 

Baldeo Ram Due for Sunder Lal —for 
Respondent. 

Judgment. —This is an appeal against 
an order of the Additional Subordinate 
Judge of Cawnpore, dismissing an applica* 
tion presented by the av>pellant to have a 
decree passed against him e.i' parte set 
aside, on the ground that he received QQ 
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notioe of the institution of the suit. It 
appears that the suit was one on a mortgage 
and that there were several defendants, 
inoluding the present appellant. The ease 
was decided by the Court of hrst instance 
on September 20tih, 1911. On November 
30th, 1911, the present appellant present¬ 
ed his application to have the decree set 
aside as against him. When the application 
was called on for hearing, it was discover¬ 
ed that the hie of the original suit had 
been sent to this Court in oonsequenqe of 
an appeal which had been filed by other 
defendants. The hearing of the application 
was put oS. from time to time, the Court 
apparently being of opinion that it was 
unnecessary or impossible to take up the 
application until after the appeal had been 
disposed of by this Court. The appeal was 
disposed of by this Court on February 
24th, 1913, and after the record had been 
returned to the Court below the ap¬ 
plicant’s application was taken up. 
It was dismissed by the Subordinate 
J udge on the ground that he had 
no jurisdiction to altar or set aside the 
decree passed by him, inasmuch as it had 
been confirmed by and become, as he says, 
merged in the decree passed by this Court. 
We have been referred to several decisions 
bearing on the question whether a Court of 
first instance has power to alter or set 
aside its decree after an appeal has been 
filed against that decree. There seems to 
be some difference of opinion on the ques¬ 
tion whether a lower Court can entertain 
an application for review or to set aside or 
alter its decree while an appeal against 
the decree is pending in a superior Court, 
but all the authorities seem to be agreed 
that when a decree has been passed by the 
superior Court, the lower Court cannot 
alter or amend its decree. In the present 
case as shown above the application of the 
applicant was made before the appeal was 
filed to this Court and it may be that even 
after the appeal was filed, the Subordinate 
Judge might have disposed of the applica¬ 
tion. But now that the decree of the 
lower Court has been superseded by the 
decree of this Court, we feel bound to hold 
that the Subordinate Judge bas acted 
rightly in rejecting the application. It 
seems to us that the appellant ought to 

have insisted on having hts application 
heard, and if the Subordinate Judge de¬ 
clined to take up the application, he 


should have applied to this Court for an 
order requiring the Subordinate Judge to 
take up the application, or he should have 
presented an original application to this 
Court to set aside the ex parte decree. As 
matters now stand nothing can be done; 
the appeal must be dismissed. 

The respondent contends that the appeal 
has been undervalued. The valuation of 
the original suit was over Rs. 5,000, and a 
decree was parsed in favour of the plain¬ 
tiff for over Rs, 6,000, and it is contended 
that the proper valuation of this appeal is 
the amount of the decree passed on the 
mortgage. We are not prepared to accept 
this contention. The appellant is interest¬ 
ed only in a small portion of the mort¬ 
gaged property, which he says he pur¬ 
chased in execution of a decree passed 
before the mortgage in suit. The measure 
of hie interest in the suit appears to us to, 
be the value of the property which hei 
held. He valued his appeal at Rs. 200,' 
and there is nothing to show that this 
valuation is erroneous. The appeal is dis¬ 
missed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 


A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 5 

Chamier and Piggott, JJ, 
Ganesh—D efendant-Appellant 

V. 

Babu Earn —(Plaintiff) and another 
(Defendant)-RespondeDtB. 

Second Appeal No. 1205 of 1913, deci¬ 
ded on 17th November 1914, from the de¬ 
cision of the Small Cause Court, J.,Allaha¬ 
bad, dated Slat July 1913. 

(fl) Civil P, C., S, 60 —Flag used by Pragwals 
at Allahabad is valuable property liable to be 
charged with annuity and can be sold in execu¬ 
tion of decree for arrears of annuity- 

The flag used by the Pragwals at the confluence 
of the Ganges and Jumna at Allahabad is a valu* 
able property and may be charged with the pay¬ 
ment of an annuity and may be sold subject to 
that charge even in oxecutioa of a decree for 
arrears of the annuity. [P. 4, C. 2.J 

{b) Civil P. C, (5 of 1908), O. 21, R. 66—Puttiyig 
upproperty to sale without disclosing his mort¬ 
gage estops the mortgagee when purchaser is 
without notice^Byidence Act, S, 115. 

A person who brings property to sale in execu¬ 
tion of a decree without disclosing the existence 
of a mortgage which he holds on the property, 
cannot afterwards set up the mortgage against 
the purchaser, at all events where the purchaser 
had no notice of the mortgage. [P. 4, C. 2.J 
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Lakshmi Narayan Tewari —for Ap¬ 
pellant. 

Beni Madho Ghose —tor Respondents. 

Judgment. —A suit brought by the 
respondent, Babu Ram, for poasession of 
movable and immovable property was set¬ 
tled by an agreement, dated November 
17th, 1906, and duly registered, whereby 
the property there in suit was charged 
with the payment of an annuity of Rs. 

200 to Babu Bam. In 1908 Babu Bam 
obtained a decree for arrears of the annuity 
against Brij Mohan, father of the respon¬ 
dent Badri, and in execution thereof part 
of the property, namely, a birt jijmani^ 
some old book containing the names and 
genealogies of the clients (jijman) and a 
flag were brought to sale. The birt jijmani 
and the book were nurohased by Babu 
Bam himself and the flag was purchased by 
the appellant Ganesb. 

The appeal now before us arises oat of 
a second suit brought by Bibu Rim for 
recovery of farther arrears of'the annuity 
by sale of the movable and immovable 
property charged by the agreement of 
1906. Brij Mohan (since deceased) and 
his son, the respondent Badri, were im¬ 
pleaded as the persona in possession of the 
immoveable property and the appel¬ 
lant, Ganesh, was impleaded as the 
purchaser in possession of the flag. The 
claim was decreed by the first Court and 
its decision was confirmed by the lower 
Appellate Court, This is a second appeal 
by the defendant! Ganesh, in which he 
repeats all tho pleas put forward by him 
unsuccessfully in the Courts below. 

His first point is that tho flag having 
been once brought to sale by the respon¬ 
dent, Babu Rim, cannot be brought to 
sale by him again. It was indeed suggest¬ 
ed that moveable property cannot be 
charged with the payment of an annuity, 
but such a contention cannot be aooopted. 
in the case of Sakib Mirza v. Wmda 
■K.ha,TiUTH (i) both moveable atid immove¬ 
able property was charged with tlie pay¬ 
ment of an annuity. Tho property was 

sold repeatedly subject to the annuity in 

execution of decrees passed for arrears of 
the same, and there were many suits bet¬ 
ween the annuitants and the holders of the 
property and batween the holders of the 

inter se. S i>Hb \Tirzi v. SyeL 

(1) [18J^J iOOal, 444=xl'Jl.A. 8J (P. 0.) 


Muhammal (2) is an example of them. 
It is clear that moveable as well as im¬ 
moveable property—at all events moveable 
property which is not perishable or neoeEh 
sarily consumed by use—may be effect¬ 
ively charged with the payment of an 
annuity and may be sold subject tj the 
charge, even in execution of a decree for 
arrears of the annuity. The property now 
in question is of a peculiar oharaoter. The 
flag is one of those used by Pragiocds at 
the confluence of the Ganges and the 
Jumna for the purpose of attracting pil¬ 
grims. Each flag bears a distinctive 
device which may be recognized by an 
old client. His flag and his books are the 
ordinary paraphernalia or stock in trade of 
the owner of a birt jijmani. Together, 
the birt jijmani^ the books and the flag 
often form a valuable property, and we 
may assume for the purpose of this case 
that such property may be charged with 
the payment of an annuity and may be 
sold subject to that charge, even in exe* 
oubionof a decree for arrears of the annui¬ 
ty, This brings us to the appellant's 
second point, namely, that the flag was 
not sold to him subject to the annuity 
and that the respondent, Babu Ram, is by 
his conduct estopped from asserting that it 
was. Babu Bam was, of course, not 
bound to have the flag sold subject to the 
annuity. 

It was open to him to have it sold free 
of the charge, and such a course would 
often be advantageous to the owner of the 
annuity in the case of moveable property 
of a wasting obiraotar—whether by aooi- 
dent or design, it appears that nothing 
was 3kid about the property remaining 
subject to the charge. The case appears 
to be analogous to those oases in which it 
has been held that a person who bringSj 
property to sale in execution of a decree, 
without disclosing the existence of a mort-! 
gage which he holds on the property,' 
cannot afterwards set up tho mortgage! 
against the purchaser, at all events where', 
the purchaser had no notice of the mortga*' 
go, see, for example; //(imj J-a-WiH v* Shib^ 
Sakai (3); Jag tnatk v. Gangi Reidi (4); 
Ki'ttari vf. Ckaiiyxlhi (5) and 

V. J lira a (6) . L ti is pot 
(-) Soleot c.iSd Mo. 30o. 

(h liS4;i >[ AU. a. w. n. df. 

(4) 15 Mad. 303. 

(5) [IS)Z\ 15 Mad. 4U. 

ic) gg Boai. 636, 
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suggested that the appellant had any 
notice of the charge, or that there was 
anything to lead him to suspect that the 
flag was being sold subject to a continuing 
charge for an annuity. On the contrary 
Babu Bam*s own action in allowing the 
birt and the books to be sold separately 
from the dag suggested that he intended 
that the dag, the birt and the books 
should all be sold free of the charge for 
the annuity, for she dag without the birt 
and the books will produce no income. 
For these reasons we are of opinion that 
the dag held by the appellant was sold to 
him free of the charge for the annuity 
and that the respondent, Babu Ram, is 
estopped from contending the contrary. 

We decree the appeal and dismiss the 
suit as against the appellant with costs 
throughout. 

App^l decreed, 

A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 5 (1) 

Richards, C. J., and Banbrjee, J. 

Wilayat Ali Khan and another —Plain¬ 
tiff s-Appellants 

V. 

Ghani Khan and another —Dafendants- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 65 of 1914, decided 
on 22nd January 1915, from the decision 
of the Sub-J., Farrukhabad, dated 25th 
July 1913, 

Practice—‘Appeal-^Suit decided by Munsif 
though filed in Subordinate Judge's Court — 
Appeal heard by latter on transfer from Dis¬ 
trict Judge is valid, 

A suit was filed io the Court of the Subordinate 
Judge, but was subsequently transferred to the 
Court of the Munsif who heard and decided it. 
On appeal the District Judge transferred the case 
to the Subordinate Judge to hear the appeal. 

Held, that the Subordinate Judge had jurisdic¬ 
tion to hear the appeal. [P. 5, C. 1 & 2.J 

8, N, Sen —for ApDellaafca. 

Gulzari Lai —for R:33poadenb8. 

Judgment. —Taa firsb ooafceatioa rais¬ 
ed in this appeal is that the learned Sub- 
ordintte Jalge who heard the appeal was 
not Gompetieut to do se. The basis of 
this conteation is that the suit when origi¬ 
nally hied was hied in the Court of the 
Subordinate Judge having regard to ita 
valuation. Subsequently the jurisdiction 
of the Munsif to hear suits of fihit value 
was extended and the suit was aooerdingly 
transferred to the hie of the Muasif. It is 
[admitted that the case was never tried by 
the Subordinate Judge. An appeal from 


the decision of the Munsif was presented 
in the Court of the District Judge who 
transferred it to the Subordinate Judge, 
and the learned Subordinate Judge heard 
the appeal. There can be no doubt that 
the appeal from the Mansif’s decree lay to 
the Oeurt of the District Judge and that 
the District Judge was competent to trans¬ 
fer it to the Subordinate Judge. Upon 
such transfer being made the learned Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge had full jurisdiction to 
hear the appeal. There was nothing to 
preclude the Subordinate Judge from hear¬ 
ing the appeal and the mere fact that at 
one time the plaint had been presented in 
his Oaurt does not take away his jurisdic¬ 
tion to hear the appeal. 

The next point urged raises a question 
of fact which is concluded by the finding 
of the Court balow. 

The appeal, therefore, fails and is dis¬ 
missed with costs* including in this Court 
fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed, 

AI. R. 1915 Allahabad 5 (2) 

Richards, C. J., and Banekji, J. 

Gaya Prasad Tetoari and others —De¬ 
fendants—^Appellants 

V. 

Ram Phal Misir —Plaintiff—Reapon- 
denii. 

First Appeal No. 151 of 1913, decided 
on 13bh January 1915, from a decree of 
the Sub-Jadga, Gorakhpur. 

(a) Hindu Law—Alienation—Burden of proof 
of necessity is on plaintiff to make mortgage by 
some members biniing on family. 

Where certain members of a joint Hindu 
family executed a mortgage of the joint family 
property and a suit was brought to enforce the 
mortgage as against the entire family of the 
executants : 

Held, that it was for the plaintiff to prove 
that the debt was borrowed for family necessity 
and that there was necessity to borrow it at a 
high rate of interest stipulated in the deed. 

^ [P. 6, C. 1 & 2.] 

(b) Hindu Law—Alienation—Payment of 
Government revenue is family necessity. 

Money borrowed and utilized in payment of 
Government revenue amounts to a debt borrowed 
for family necessity. [p, 5 ^ q, 2 .] 

(c) Hindu Law—Alienation—Family pro¬ 
perty can be brought to sale for so much debts as 
are of necessity. 

The family property oan in a mortgage suit be 
brought to sale for such amount of the debt as 
the Court finds to have been borrowed for legal 
necessity. [P, c. 2j 

Motilal Nehra and Brlj Nath Vyas — 
for AppdlUutis. 


t 
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Tej Bahadur Sapru, Iswar Saran and 
Bama Kant Malaviya—iox Hespondenfc. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of a 
suit on foot of a mortgage, dated the 19bh 
of May 1899. The prinoipal amount was 
Rs. 722. The interest was 1-8, per cent, 
per month, compound interest, with apnual 
rests. The claim has now swelled to the 

large sum of Rs. 6,207-6-0. The Court 

below has held that the full amount was 
borrowed and that there was family ne¬ 
cessity and hap granted a decree. The 
mortgage was executed by Laohmi Prasad 
Tewari and Gaya Prasad Tewari. The 
defendants are the entire joint family of 
Ijaohmi Tewari and Gaya Prasid Tewari, 
who are brothers. One of the d fendants, 
Badri Prasad Tewari, is the brother of 
Lachmi Prasad and Gaya Prasad, who was 
a minor at the time the bond was execut¬ 
ed. Lachmi Prasad, in his written state¬ 
ment, admitted that ho executed the bond, 
but said as to Rs. 300-5-0, part of the con¬ 
sideration, that he had n;.vor received it. 
Gaya Prasad Tewari pleaded that he was a 
minor at the time that the bond was exe¬ 
cuted and that he knew nothing about it. 
The other defendants pleaded that there 
was want of consideration and that there 
was no family necessity. On these pleas it 
lay upon the plaintiff to prove not only 
that the bond was executed, but that 
there was family necessity and that the 
full amount of the consideration was duly 
paid. We find that part of the considera¬ 
tion was a sum of Rs. 421-11-0, alleged to 
be due for a previous debt, namely, a bond 
dated the 14th of October 1898. Looking 
at this bond we find that it was executed 
by Laohmi Prasad alone and in considera¬ 
tion of two sums, one of He. 353 paid in 
cash and Rs. 2210-9 due upon foot of 
another hood, dated Badi let, 1303 

Fasli. This bond is also on tuo record. It 
was a bond for Rs. 17, found to bo duo for 
a debt of the grandfather of Laohmi 
Prasad. There is no ovidouco to show that 
the Rs. 53, was for any family neoesaity. 
We think, however, that it is proved that 
the Rs. 22-10-9 was for family necessity. 
The balance of the consideration was 
Rs. 300-5-0. This is said to have been 
watted for the payment of Government 
revenue. The evidence as to the payment 
of the money is not altogether satisfac¬ 
tory. Gaya Prasad and Laohmi Prasad 
deny having received the amount, though 
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they admit that it was required. However 
after considering the evidence and what 
has been put forward on each side, wo do 
not feel justified in -holding that this sum 
of Rs. 300-5-0 was not received. If it was} 
received and utilized for the payment ofj 
Government revenue it would amount to| 
family necessity. It appears that shortly 
after the date of the bond the Govern¬ 
ment revenue was in fact • paid. We, 
therefore, find that Rs. 300-5-0 and 
Rs. 22-10-9 was for family necessity, but 
no necessity has been proved for raising 
the remaining part of the loan. It must be 
remembered that we are not dealing with 
the case of a father's debts. Tne sum 
of Rs. 421-11-0 was alleged to have been 
given to Lachmi Prasad, the brother of 
Gaya Prasad and Badri Prasad. It remains 
to be considered whether there was anyi 
necessity to borrow at the high rate of 18 
per oont. per annum compound interest.! 
In our opinion no necessity for borrQwing! 
at this rate has been proved. 

It is contended, on behalf of the res¬ 
pondents, that as Laohmi Prasad baa not 
appealed the decree of the Court below 
should stand against him. In our opinion 
this contention is not sound. The family, 
property can in a mortgage suit only be 
brought to sale for such amount as the 
Court finds there was family necessity for. 

Wo accordingly must vary the d^ree of 
the Court below by giving a decree for 
Rs. 322-15-9 together with simple interest 
at the rate of 18 per cent, per annum from 
the date of the mortgage up to the time 
hereby fixed for payment. This auip 
together with costa in all Courts propor¬ 
tionate to this amount will be realised by 
sale of the mortgaged property. We fix 
six mouths from this date for payment* 
After the date so fixed for payment in¬ 
terest will run at the rate of 6 per pent* 
per annum. The decree will 
up in the usual form. 

Decree modified* 

A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 6 

T\U)liAl.L, J. 

Lachmin A^^rawi (*/((/ oihtrs —Plain¬ 
tiffs—Appellants 

V. 

Kalka Prasad and another —Defend¬ 
ants—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1360 of 1913, deoid- 
od on 23 d November 1914, from the do* 
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oifiioti of ftlie Addl. Snb-J., Mainpuri, 
dated 11th Jtind 1913. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 o/1901). 8s, 20, 31 and 
\€t7^Suit for ejectment for illegal transfer lies 
in revenue court^But suit for declaration that 
transfer not binding is cognizable by Civil 
Court. 

Where an oocupanoy tenant mortgages his 
holdiDg and the mortgagee after obtainiog a 
decree on foot of the mortgage forecloses it, the 
zemindar can sue for ejectment in a Revenue 
Court under S. Si of the Agra Tenancy Act. 
But a suit for a declaration that such mortgage 

and decree were null and void and not binding 

on the landlord, would lie in the Civil Court. 

[P. 7, C. 1 & P. 8, 0. 1 & 2.1 

A, P. puhe —for Appellants. 

QtUzafi Lai —for Bespondents. 

Judgment. —This is a second appeal in 
a suit which has arisen out of the follow¬ 
ing oiroumstanoes. In the year 1897 an 
occupancy tenant gave a mortgage, with 
conditional sale to a mortgagee, of one plot 
of land forming part of his oocupanoy 
tenure. That tenant is now represented 
by defendants Nos. 3 and 4 in the present 
suit. The mortgagee is represented by 
defendants Nos. 1 and 2. A foreclosure 
suit was brought against the tenant by the 
mortgagees, and it was decreed by the 
13th April 1905. Final decree was obtain¬ 
ed, was put into execution and the mort- 
gagees-deoree-holders obtained possession 
through the Civil Court on the 14tb Janu¬ 
ary .1912. To none of these proceedings 
was the plaintiff or his representative a 
party. The present suit was brought on 
November 15th, 1912, by the zemindar 
against the oooupuncy tenant and the 
mortgagees-decree-bolders. The following 
reliefs were asked for : that it may be de¬ 
clared that all proceedings taken in re¬ 
gard to the mortgage, the decree and the 
obtaining of possession were null and void 
as against the plaintiffs and, secondly, that 
the oocupanoy tenants and their trans¬ 
ferees be dispossessed and the plaintiffs 
put into possession. The suit was insti¬ 
tuted in the Court of the Munsif who 
decreed it. On appeal the only point 
argued before the Court below was one of 
jurisdiction. The Court below treated the 
case in a peculiar manner. The point 
before it was only one of jurisdiction. It 
actually held that the suit was one under 
S. 31, clause 2, which is mentioned in 
group (c) of Schedule IV of the Tenancy 
Act of 1901 and as in that Schedule the 
period of limitation for such a suit is one 
year calculate from the date on which th^ 
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illegal transfer was made and as the suit 
has been brought more than twelve years 
from the date of the original mortgage, 
it was barred by limitation. The argu¬ 
ment before me is that S. 31 of the 
Tenancy Act does not govern the present 
suit at all, that the Revenue Court has no 
power to declare a decree of the Civil 
Court to be null and void, that Section 31 
does not cover or include those transfers 
which are declared to be illegal by Section 
20, clause 2, or Section 21 and that the 
case is one which is cognizable by a Civil 
Court and is well within the period of 
twelve years. In the alternative I am 
asked to grant to the plaintiffs a declara¬ 
tion that the Civil Court decree and all 
proceedings taken thereunder are null and 
void as against the plaintiffs and not bind¬ 
ing^ upon them, this being a declaration 
which the Revenue Court would have no 
authority to grant. 

This is asked with a view to enable the 
plaintiffs to take further proceedings in 
the Revenue Court for ejectment of the 
opposite party. It seems to me that the 

* A A in so far as the relief ini 

ejectment is concerned, is clearly a suit 
contemplated by Section 31 of the Tenancy 
Act At the time when the mortgage was 
made, i. e., in the year 1897 the old Rent 
Act was in force, hub even under that Act 
the transfer was illegal and could have been 
set aside. The present suit, if it had been 
brought before Act II of 1901 came into 
force, to obtain this relief, would have 
been brought in the Civil Court. But 
Act II of 1901 has dearly in view of 
Sections 20, 21, 31 and 167 removed a suit 
of this nature from the jurisdiction of the 
Civil Court and has placed it under the 
jurisdiction of the Revenue Court. The 
illegal transfers contemplated by Section 31 
of the Tenancy Act clearly so include 
and cover the illegal transfers mentioned 
in Sections 20 and 21. Some stress is laid 
on the use of the word ‘voidable* in Section 
31. It conflicts, in one sense, with the 
meaning of Sections 20 and 21. But it 
seems^ to me that it is quite clear that the 

“ ^^3 A * 1 rn in a wrong sense 
in Section 31. The obj'ect of that section 

IS simply to state the methods in which a 

zemindar may avoid the result of a void 

transfer made by a tenant. It points out 

that the zemindar may sue for cancellation 

of the same, though it seems difQoult to 
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understand why a void transfer should 
reauire cancellation; it also enables him to 
eject both the tenant and the transferee. 
Personally I have no doubt whatever that 
if an illegal transfer of any description 
whatsoever is made by a tenant at the 
present time, the landlord if he wishes to 
interfere in the matter must do so by a 
suit brought in the Revenue Court in terms 
of Section 31 ot the Tenancy Act. It is 
clear, therefore, that the present suit in so 
far as it seeks the ejectment of the trans¬ 
ferors and the transferees, is a suit which 
can only be brought in the Revenue Court 
and the Court of the Munsif had no juris¬ 
diction whatsoever to deal with that portion 
of the ease. In a suit of that desoription. 
moreover, an appeal does not lie to the 
Civil Court but to the Revenue Court 
(vide Schedule IV of the Act). O^er- 
wise if the appeal had lain to the Civil 
Court, the question of jurisdiction would 
have fallen to the ground in the Court of 

Appeal. 

There remains the question of the 
declaration that the decree and possession 
thereunder are null and void and not 
binding on the i^laintiffs. This, in my 
opinion, is correct. Section 20, clause 2. 
of the Tenancy Act clearly states that the 
interest of an oooupanoy tenant is not 
transferable in execution of a decree of the 
Civil Court, Also whore the interest of 
the tenant is not transferable, Section 21 
Btatta that he shall not ho oompetout to 
transfer his hoKling or any part thereof 
otherwise than by sub-lease as hereinafter 
provided. On behalf of the respondents it 
is urged that to grant to the plaintiffs this 
declaration will he of no use because, if 
they go to the R-ivenuo Court now to seek 
ejectment they will he met by the bar of 
limitation. The plaintiff came into Court 
within twelve months of the delivery of 
possession by the Civil Court. It is quite 
possible that the Revenue Court may treat 
that delivery of possession as an illegal 
transfer in execution of a decree of the 
Civil Court and may possibly grant to the 
present apv^ollants the whole of the period 
which lias hoeu occupied in the present 
litigation, on the ground that they have 
6oua brought their suit in ejoctment 
in a wrong Court. U is quite possible tirat 
the Revenue Court may, therefore, hold 
that there is uo bar of limitation. It is 
not for mo to lay down (or the Revenue 


Coart what it ought or ought not to do. 
But in view of this possibility and in 
view also of the fact that the mortgage, 
the decree and delivery of possession were 
all contrary to law, I think I sh^l 
be justified in granting to the plamtiHB 
at least the declaration which they seek, 
lb may possibly be of considerable use to 
thorn in the Revonue Court# The grant of 
the declaration is a matter of disoreti^. 

It was clearly asked for by the plaintiffs 
in their plaint. In the result the suit so 
far as it is a suit for ejectment, must fail on 
the ground that the Civil Court had no 
jurisdiction to entertain it. In so far as 
the suit is one for declaration, that the 
decree and proceedings taken in execution 
thereof are all contrary to law, null and 
void and not binding on the plaintiff, 

I think the suit should be decreed. I,' 
therefore, allow the appeal to this extent 
that I grant to the plaintiffs the declara¬ 
tion that I have just set forth above. The 
rest of the claim stands dismissed. The 
parties will pay and receive costs in all 
Courts in proportion to failure and success. 
Coats in this Court will include fees on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal partly allowed. 
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KnoX, J. 

Ratn Chandra —Applicant 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Reference No. 961 of 1914* 
decided on 11th December 1914, made by 
the S. J., Meerut. 

Criminal P, C. (5 of 1898), Ss. 346 and 439— 
Compounding of offence in revision proceedings 
is not permissible though allowed »>i appeal, 
Sootion 345 of the Criuuual Procedure Code 
allows ft case in which appeal is pending to be 
opened to composition with the leave of the 
Court before which the appeal is to bo heard, but 
tho section does not apply to oases coming up in 
revision. [1'^ 9.C. 1.] 

Order of Reference, —On the 12bh 

Ocioht't, Dmrtio Singh was couvioted by 
Mr. Silo. Joint Mngistiate of Meerut, 
uiulcr Section 325 of tho Indian Penal 
Code, in rt’Spoob of grievous hurt caused to 
his mother, ^^ltsammat Gomti. Ho has 
appealed and d/nsamnnif Gomti has tiled 
an api lioatiou to bo permitted to oompio- 
miso tho case, considering the comparative 
lightness of the injury which constituted 
grievous hurt and the relation of the 
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parties, I have accepted the compromise 
and acquitted Umrao Singh under Section 
345 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

At the time Mr. Sale convicted Ram 
Chandra, under Section 352 of the Indian 
Penal Code, for an assault committed on 
Musammat Gomti in the same quarrel 
and sentenced him to 15 days* rigorous 
imprisonment. Bam Chandra has applied 
in revision and MusartiTnat Gomti has filed 
an application to compromise the case 
against him* 

Under Section 438, Criminal Procedure 
Code, I report the case for the orders of 
the Hon’ble High Court with the recom¬ 
mendation that the compromise be accept¬ 
ed, that the non-appealable sentence 
passed upon Bam Chandra be reversed and 
that be be acquitted under Section 345, 
Criminal Procedure Code. At the same 
time 1 order that the execution of Ram 
ChaDdra*s sentence be suspended. He is 
on bail of Rs. 100 and he will remain on 
bail pending the order of the Hon’ble 
High Court. 

Judgment. —The learned Judge in 
making this reference appears to have 
overlooked the provisions of clause 7 of 
Section 345 of the Code of Criminal Proce¬ 
dure. This forbids the composition of an 
offence being accepted, except as provided 
by Section 345, 

Section 345 specially allows a case in 
which an appeal is pending to be opened 
to composition with the leave of the Court 
before which (the appeal is to be heard, 
but in it there is no mention of oases 
which come up in revision and similarly 
there is no provision made in Section 439 
of the Code as to applying the powers 
granted in Section 345 to cases in revision. 
The recommendation of the Judge, there¬ 
fore, cannot be accepted. The accused 
person must submit to arrest and complete 
the sentence imposed upon him when he 
was convicted. 

Let the record be returned. 

Eecord returned* 
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Banerjee, J. 

Ram Behari —Applicant 

V. 

AfunesAa#*—'Opposite party. 

Criminal Revn, Petn. No. 1215 of 
1914, decided on 6th February 1915, from 
the order of the Mag., Gorakhpur. 

1915-A. 2 


Criminal P. C, (5 o/ 1898), S. l45~-Omission 

to state that breach of peace is impending in 
notice does not oust jurisdiction when parties 
know. 

Where there is a dispute likely to cause a 
breach of th*e peace and the parties are 
aware of it, the Magistrate has jurisdiction 
to act under section 145 of the Criminal Proce- 
dure Code even though in the notice issued it is 
not stated that a dispute likely to cause a breach 
of the peace exists. 5 I, C. 471 Ref. [P, 9, C. 2], 

8. C* Mukerji —for Applicant. * 

Hamilton —for Opposite party. 

Judgment. —This is an application for 
revision of an order passed under section 
145 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. 
The main ground upon which the applica¬ 
tion is made is that the Magistrate who 
made the order had no jurisdiction to 
make it, inasmuch as the notice which he 
issued under the section did not strictly 
comply with the requirements of clause (1) 
of the section. The first notice issued 
was no doubt very defective, hwt in the 
second notice the only defect was that it 
was not stated that a dispute likely to 
cause a breach of the peace existed. The 
parties, it is clear, were aware of the dis¬ 
pute which existed between them and as 
has been found, there was a dispute which 
was likely to cause a breach of the p?ac 0 
As the learned Magistrate has pointed out, 
the applicants themselves considered that 
a breach of the peace was likely to ensue. 
That being so, I do not think this is a 
case in which this Court should exercise 
its powers of revision and should hold that 
the Magistrate had no jurisdiction to take 
proceedings ULder section 145. I may refer 
to the latest ruling of this Court on the 
point viz.t Ganga Saran Singh v. Bhag- 
mat Prasad (1). 

There is a further plea taken in the ap¬ 
plication that the Magistrate ought not to 
have ordered the lock put on the shop in 
dispute to be removed. I think under the 
circumstances the Magistrate was fully 
justified in making that order, inasmuch 
as in proceedings under section 145 he had 
nothing to do with the moveable property 
contained in the said shop. I accordingly 
dismiss the application. 

Application dismt’^sed^ 


(1) (1910) 5 I. C. 471 = 32 All. 132. 
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tion of tibe ownership of the bond did not 

arise under the oiroumstanceB of the 

present case, was correct. Wo accordingly 

allow the appeal, set aside the decree of 

the Court below and remand the case to 

the lower Appellate Court with direotiona 

to re-admit the appeal upon its original 

number on the file and to proceed to hear 

and determine the same according to law. 

The costs of both sides will be costs in tbe 

cause. The deficiency in the Court-tee in 

the lower Appellate Court of Rs. 5 by 

the defendant must be made good before 

the appeal is beard. If that amount is nob 

paid within a time to be fixed by the 

Court, the appeal to that Court by the 

defendant ought to bo dismissed. 

Aypeal allowed. 


A. I. R. Allahabad lO (1) 

Richards. C. J. and BanbrJi. J. 

Parmeshwar Dat Plaintiff Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

Anardan Defendant—Reepon- 

Second Appeal No. 1652 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 26th November 1914, from bhede- 
oision of the Dist. J.. Cawnpore, dated 
15th September 1913. 

Benamidar^Right to sue—Bettami mort¬ 
gagee can sue in his name. 

A person who is named in a mortgage-deed as 
mortgagee is entitled to sue upon the bond, even 
if he is a benatnidar. 21 All 380, (oil. 

[P.IO, C. 1]. 

P. i?. Sawhny —for Appellant. 

Damodar Pas—for Respondent. 
Judgment.—This appeal arises out of a 
suit on foot of a mortgage, dated tbo 22nd 
of March 1900. Various pleas were taU^'n, 
but the Court of firtt instaroo decided in 
favour of the plaintiff and granted a 
decree. On appeal the learned District 
Judge reversed the decree of the Court of 
first instance and dismissed the plaintiff's 
suit, on tbe sole ground that one Bhaiya- 
lal was the real owner of the bond and 
that the pltimtiff was merely n benamidar 
for him. It seems to us that tho view of 
the District Judge was not correct. Tho 
alleged beneficial owner, BhaiyalaU was 
actually produced as a witness for the 
plaintiff. Ho raised no ohjootion whattsver 
to the decree being made in favour of tho 
plaintiff. The defendant never alleged 
that Bhaiyalal had made any claim, or 
raised any objection, to the amount of tho 
bond being paid to the plaintiff. Tlio 
plaintiff is the person named in tho mort¬ 
gage and was clearly entitled bo sue oven 
if he was the benaniidar. This was held 
in the case of Ynd Ram v. Umrao Sim}h 
(1). There cannot bo tho least doubt 
that tho plaintiff could havo given a per¬ 
fectly valid disohargo to the defendant if 
he had paid up tho amount of tho bond ; 
and if the Court grants a dooreo to tho 
plaintiff it is quite clear that Bhaiyalal 
could never sue again, oven if wo assume 
tho finding of tho lower Appellate Court 
to bo correct that Bhaiyalal was in faoi. tlio 
real owner of tho bond. We think tliat 
the view taken by tho Court of first ins¬ 
tance on this point, namely that tho quos- 

(1)(1899) 21 All. 380=1899 A.W.N. 130. 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 
Municipal Committee of Ajmere— 

Dofoudant-Applioaiit 

V. 

Plaiubiff-Opposito Party. 

Civil Mibo. Applu. No. 252 of 1914, 
dooidod on lOlh Januiuy 1915, roforrod by 

tho Co nr., Ajmero-Morwura. 

(a)Ajm(’re Miinicipiflitics Regulation {J oj 
l8?7). o'. S5 — Mu;tici_polity not cntitlei/ to take 
anp siibst'ijnent actn’n after failing to (ti 'O 
action under b. 85 {'Z) trithin one month of 
notice of re-erection of building* 

A person gave the Municipal Committee of 
Ajmore notice in writing of his iulentiou to 
erect u certain building within tho limits of the 
Municipality. No step was taken by the Muui- 
oipality within one month of the notice under 
section 85 (^) of the Ajmero-Morwara Municipal 
Regulation. 

Held, that the Committee had no authority to 
lake any action subsequonily under that socliou. 

[P. U.C.21. 

lb) Ajfm rc’ Municipalities Regulation (3 1 >/ 
1877),i>. Ul—S. HI does #io^ sttif /or 

damages for tort by Municipality. 

Section HI of the Ajmero-Morwara Municipal 
Regulation does not bar a suit for damages in tho 
Civil Court by a person wronged by an dlogal 
action of tho Municipal Committoo. (P* Ifi '“'i* 

Sarat Chandra Choudhri —lor Appli* 
oaut. 

Damodar Das —for Opposite Party. 
Judgment, —This is a roforonoo by the 

CoLuuiissiouor of Ajiuorc-Morwara under 
seotiou 18 of tho Ajiuovo Courts Regula* 
tiou, 1 of 1877. Tho facte stated in tho 
roforonoo aro that ouo Kifayatullah on July 
23rd, 1907, gave the Municipal CoiuinittoQ 
of Ajiuoro uotioo in writing of his intontiou 
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fco re-erecfe a certain building within the 
limits of the Ajmere Municipality and with 
his application sabmitted a certain plan. 
On October 2nd, 1907, the Municipal 
Committee issued a notice to Kifayatullah 
to the effect that he had contravened the 
provisions of Section 85 of the Municipal 
Regulation by beginning to re-erect with¬ 
out permissioUf and required him to stop 
the work at once and submit an applica¬ 
tion for permission to build along with a 
plan. He was further told not to resume 
building until he received the orders of 
the Committee,for if the Committee found 
that the proposed building was objection¬ 
able it would have to be removed. On 
receipt of this notice Kifayatullah stopped 
the work. On March 10th, 1908, Kifaya¬ 
tullah brought a suit for recovery of 
Rs. 30 on account of damages, which he 
alleged ho had suffered in consequence of 
the Municipal Committee having stopped 
the work and for a declaration that the 
notice was invalid. The Subordinate 
Judge gave the plaintiff a decree and his 
decree was affirmed on appeal by the 
Commissioner, hub on an a')plication made 
by tho Municipal Committee under section 
17 of the Ajmere Courts Regulation, the 
Commissioner has referred to this Court 
the question whether the suit was main¬ 
tainable. The contention of the Munici¬ 
pal Committee appears to be that as it is 
invested by the Municipal Regulation, with 
a wide discretion in matters of this kind, 
no suit can ba maintained in a Civil Court 
' with regard to them. Section 85 of the 
Municipal Regulation lays down that 
every person intending to erect or re-areeb 
any building shall, if required bo do so by 
rules made by the Committao in this 
behalf, give notice in writing of his inten¬ 
tion to the Committee and shall, if requir¬ 
ed to do so, submit a plan showing tho 
level at which the foundation and the 
lowest door are proposed to be laid and a 
specification of the works intended to be 
constructed and the materials to be used, 
and shall obey all written directions con¬ 
sistent with the Regulation given by the 
Committee within one month after receiv¬ 
ing such notice, either prohibiting the 
erection or re-erection or in respect of a 
number of other matters detailed in the 
section. An attempt svas made in the 
Court of the Coaamiaaionar to shosv that 
the notice given by Kifayatullah did not 
OQimpiy with the seesua* The Oommia** 


sionor declined to allow this point to be 
taken for the first time in appeal and we 
must assume that the notice given in this 
case complied with the requirements of 
the law. As we road Section 85, if the 
Municipal Committee wishes to prohibit 
the erection or the re-erection of a build¬ 
ing or bo give directions with respect to 
any of the matters detailed in the section 
it must issue its directions within one 
month after receiving the notice. In tho 
present case the Municipal Committee 
allowed more than one month to elapse 
before oommunioating with Kifayatullah, 
and when it did oommunicato with him, it 
did not issue a notice as it might have done 
under sub-section (2) of the section re- 
quifiug the building bo be altered or de¬ 
molished, but it required him to stop the 
work and submit a fresh application. If 
Kifayatullah gave a notice which: did not 
comply with the law, it should have been 
regarded as no notice at all and the Muni¬ 
cipal Committee could have required him 
to alter or demolish the building ; but as it 
must be taken that tho notice given was 
in compliance with the law and as the 
Municipal Committee did not issue any 
directions within one month of I be receipt 
of the notice, the Municipal Committee 
had no aubhoiity to bake any action under 
sub-section 2 of Section 85. It was sug¬ 
gested that Section 141 of the Act barred 
tho jurisdiction of the Civil Court in 
cases of this kind. That aechiou empowers 
the Oommissionor or the District Magis¬ 
trate bo suspend the action taken by a 
Municipal Oommlbbee or to prohibit the 
doing of au act which is about bo be done 
in pursuance of or under cover of the Re¬ 
gulation in certain cases. It seems to us 
doubtful whether Section 141 .vas intend¬ 
ed to apply to such oases as this. Even if 
it can be oonstruad so as to cover such 
oases, we cannot treat it as barring the 
jurisdiction of a Civil Court to entertain a 
suit for damages at the inabauoo of a per¬ 
son who has been wronged by an illegal 
action of the Oomnitbeo. In our opinion 
the suit was maintainable and this is our 
answer to the reference.- Let the papers 
be returned. 

Reference am were i. 
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Tudbald and Rafiqub, JJ. 

Mt, Amina Bibi and others —Defend- 
antB—Appellants 

V. 

Mu Najmunnissa Bibi —Plaintiff and 
others—Defendants—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 431 of 1912, decided 
on let February 1915, frocn tlie deoision of 
the Offg, Sub-J., Gorakhpur, dated 24th 
August 1912. 

Limitation Act {9 of 190Q), Art. 62—Muham¬ 
madan widow's suit for share of debt realised 
by her husband's other heirs in suit against deb¬ 
tors and herself is governed by Art. 62.. 

M, a Muhammadan, died leaving his widow, iV, 
and other heirs. The other heirs brought a suit 
on a mortgage in favour of the -deceased making 
N a defendant. They obtained a decree and in 
its execution purchased the properties them* 
selves: 

that the suit by N against those heirs 
who had recovered the mortgage-debt to realize 
her share of the debt was governed by Article 62 
of the Limitation Act. as tho suit was one for 
money received and had by the defendant for tho 
plaintiQ’s use. 19 All. 169 ; 12 Mad. 487 ; 21 Oal. 
157 r.C. and 32 Cal. 527 Ref. [p. 13 ^ 2], 

Abdul i?aoo/and Sunder Lai —for Ap¬ 
pellants. 

B, E, O'Conor and Iqbal Ahinei — -for 
Respondents. 

Jud^cneat. This and tho oonnootod 
Appeal No. 436 of 1912, arise out of ouo 
suit being oross-appoals from tbo saino 
decree. Tho main facts are not in dispute 
and are as follows :— 

Sheikh Miuuat Ulluh died leaving as bis 
heirs hia widow, tho present plaintiff, aud 
Ins father, Khadiin Hussain. Under 
Muharainadan Law, tho widow inherited a 
lAth share in his estate and tho other 
j/iths went to the father. Tne latter died 
subsequently, leaving the present six de¬ 
fendants as Ilia heirs. 

Under a mortgage-deed, dated 14th Feb 
ruary 1891, Nasrat Ullah and Masammat 
Karamat Bibi borrowed Rs. 7.296 from 
Minnat Uliah. 

After tbe doiitb of KliiiJim Huagnin, the 

brat dolondaut, jirwsrt/Ai//ia^ Amina Bibi 

his widow, olitainod a auooossion oortifioate 

in regard co this debt duo from tho mort- 
gagors. 

■ re'Qaiuiug defendants 

jointly sued to recover tho mortgage debt, 
impleading the present plaintiff as a pro 
forma dofemJant, admitting that she was 


entitled to a iLth share bub alleging bhab 
she refused bo join as plainbiff. 

On 14th May 1903. they obtained a de¬ 
cree for the recovery of Rs. 17,168-8-0 p/us 
future interest at 9 per cent, per annum 
from the date of suit upto the date of pay¬ 
ment. In addition to this they were 
awarded their costs. 

They put the decree into execution. 

Thereupon the present plaintiff applied bo 
the Court to be added to the proceeding as a 
decree-holder. To this the decree-holders 
naturally objected as she was nob a decree- 
holder and stated that they would pay her 
l/4th of the amount recovered after deduct¬ 
ing the costs of the suit and execution 
proceedings. 

Her application was disallowed on the 
19bh February 1904. 

The mortgaged property was put to sale 
and sold for Rs. 23,590. The decree- 
holders obtained sanction to bid at the 
auction. 

According to the statements in the plaint 
and the written statement in this suit, the 
property was purchased by the defendants 
Nos. 1 to 3, but it is stated before us that 
the property was knocked down to all the 
defendants and that then the other defend¬ 
ants withdrew, saying that the defendants 
Nos. 1 to 3 were tho purchasers. Tuis is 
of little oonsequenoe. 

The amount of the debt itself duo under 
tho deoroa inclusive of interest upto the 
date of sale was Rs. 22,205-13, so that the 
purohase was for a sum of Rs. 1,384-13-0 
in 0X0038 of this. Tho costs of the suit 
and oxenution proceedings amounted to a 
little less than 1,384-13-0. The purchasers 
applied under Order XXI, Rule 72 that tho 
purohase-inoney and tho amount due under 
tho dooroo might hj sot off against each 
other and s^tisfaobiou of tho doe reo entered 
up. This was allowed by tho Court and 
they paid into Court the small amount 
whioh was duo on their bid over aud above 
tho total amount of tho decree. 

Tho sale was ooulirmod on 15th July 
1906. Tho present suit was brought by 
tho plainbiff' ou Ist Juua 1912 against all 
the defendants. 

She sued in the alternative for two 
reliefs. Primarily she sought to recover 

Rs. 8,562-3 6, being Rs. 5,551-7-4, bar 
l/4th share of Rs. 22,205-13-0, plus 
3,010.12-2, iuberest fro n 2Lsb Mky 1906, 


idi^ 
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the date of the auotion-sale npto the date 
of suit. 

The date on which the cause of action 
arose was given as 15fch July 1906 the date 
of the confirmation of the sale. 

Apparently in apprehension that the 
date on which the cause of action arose 
might be taken to be the date of the sale 
(21at May 1906), she alleged that the 
defendants Nos. 1 to 3 had been absent 
from India on a pilgrimage to Mecca from 
September 1911 to March 1912 (some six 
months) and that this period should be 
allowed to her for the purpose of calcu¬ 
lating the period of limitation. 

In the alternative she pleaded that if 
the first relief could not be granted, then 
she might be awarded possession of a 
ith share in the property (valued at 

Rs. 5,897-8-0) and be granted mesne 
profits. 

The defendants among other pleas 
urged. 

(1) that the suit for a ith share of the 
money was barred by limitation; 

(2) that the plaintiff was not entitled 
to recover a share in the property pur¬ 
chased ; 

(3) that the defendants Nos. 4 to 6 were 
in any case not liable, as they had neither 
recovered the money nor purchased the 


We take first the question of limitation. 
The plea taken is that Article 62 of the 
Limitation Act applies, and not Article 

120 as applied by the Court below, to the 
money claim. 

In our opinion Article 62 clearly 
applies. The suit is clearly on the face 
of it one for money had and received by 
the defendants for the plaintiff’s use. The 
Court below based its decision that 
Article 120 applied, on the authority 
1 ^ ruling reported as Umardaraz 
All Khan v. Wilayat Ah Khan (1). The 

headuote in the report is, we think, mis¬ 
leading. 

In that case one hair of a Muhammadan 
mcovered a debt due to her deceased hus¬ 
band. The other heirs sued to recover 
their shares thereof from the widow. In 
reapeot bo this claim the Court of first ins¬ 
tance applying Article 120 held that the 
auibwas barred by limitation, it having 
been brought rnore than six years after 
the cause of action arose. 

A appealed and urged that 

Article 123 applied. This article governs 
a suit for a legacy or for a share of a 
residue bequeathed by a testator or for a 
distributive share of the property of an 

intestate and allows a period of twelve 
years. 


property. 

The Court below held 

(1) that the money claim was not bar¬ 
red by limitation ; 

(2) that the defendants Noa. 4 to 6, nob 
having received the plaintiff's share of the 
decretal money or purchased the property 
in lieu of the decretal money, were not 
liable to pay anything to the plaintiff. 

It came to no decision in regard to the 
claim for a share in the property. 

It gave the plaintiff a simple money 
decree, disallowing a part of the claim for 
interest. 

The defendants Nos. 1 to 3 have ap¬ 
pealed, and the point pressed is that the 
suit for money is barred by limitation as 
Article 62 applies. 

The plaintiff has also appealed as 
against all the defendants, and the sole 
point she takes is that she is entitled bo 
all the interest she claimed ; she does not 
on her appeal claim that she is entitled to 
a decree for possession of the ith share in 
the property. 


i- ij 7 r . lopoiiou bQia, 

hold that Article 123 refers to a suit in 

which a plaintiff seeks to obtain his share 

as an executor 

or an administrator, represents the estate 
of a deceased person and is under a legil 

obligation to distribute shares bo those 
entitled to them and ohat the suit before 
them was not one of suoh a nature. Thev 
quoted the ruling in Sithamma v, Nara~ 
yam (2). They then observed: “In a 
recent case decided by their Lordships of 
tae ^nvy (^uncii, Nlahom&L Riyasat AH 
V. Hasin Banu (3), whiah was a suit of 
a nature similar to the present, their 
Lordships refused to apply Article 123 

I governed by 

Article 120. 

Nowhere in the judgment did the 
Judges, who decided this case, say that 
Article 120 was .the proper Article to 
apply, though perhaps this might be infer- 
red to be their opinion from the passage 

(3J [1894] 21 Cal. 157; 20 I. A. 155 (P. C.) 
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quofeed above. Arfeiolo 62 was not men¬ 
tioned in the judgment nor apparently 
was the question now before us disoussed 
at the hearing. For the purpose of that 
appeal it was unneoessary to diaouss or 

decide whether Article 62 or Article 120 
applied. In either case the suit was 
barred by limitation as having boon 
brought more than six years after time. 
The only point decided was that Article 
123 did not apply. 

In the case of Mahomed Eiasat Ali v. 
Basin Banu (3), the plaintiff sued to reco¬ 
ver the estate of her deceased husband from 
the latter’s brother, Riyasat Ali, who had 
taken possession of it. She based her 
title on a special custom. The estate 
consisted of both moveable and immove> 
able properties. Their Lordships of the 
Privy Council hold in regard to the cash 
and moveables wrongfully seized by the 
defendant, that neither Article 123 nor 
Article 49 applied but that Article 120 
applied. In regard to Article 49 their 
Lordships remarked : “This latter Article 
does not appear to bo applicable to a suit 
to establish a right to iulierit tho property 
of a deceased porsoD.” It is obvious that 
tho present suit is not one to ojtiblish a 
right of inheritancp. 

Tho plaintiU’s right to a ith share in 
the money in suit has not at any time 
been disputed. On the contrary, it has 
always lioon openly admitted Ijy the 
defendants who, in tho execution proceed¬ 
ings, when they objected to the plaintiff 
being brought on tho record as a dooroo- 
holdor, stated tiiat they would pay to the 
plaintiff her )/^th sliaro in the amount re¬ 
covered from fctio judgment-debtor after 
deduction of costs. 

When tho anount of the docrofal debt 
was sot off in jia^t against tho n-mount of 
the defendants* bid at the aUvstion, Ibis 
was done as a master of oonvonienoo and it 
was as if tho dofondants Nos. 1 to 3 had 
paid in tiio amount of tboir bid and bad 
tiion with dofondants Nos. 4 i.o 6 rooivor- 
od the amount duo under the dooroo, and 
wo have no hesitation, on tho facts of the 
suit before us, in bolding that Artiolo 62 
applies. The money was reooivod by the 
defendants for the plaintiff’s uso. Tho 
docieion in ^^ahom?d Wdhih v. Sfahomei 
Ameer (1) supports us. 

It is urged that Section 10 of the Leni- 
^tion Act npiilios and that tboro is roallv 
(4) (1905) 52 Cal. 527 = 1 CXTaTTc?:- 


no period of limitation for such a suit as 
tho present. It is clear, however, that 
Section 10 only applies to express trusts 
and not to circumstances such as those of 
the present suit. 

It is also pleaded that if the money 
claim be held barred by time, then the 
Court ought to give the altorna- 
tivo relief, t. <?., possession of a Htb 
share in the property. In the first place 
we must point out that though the 
plaintiff has appealed, she has not appeal¬ 
ed on this point at all. In tho next 
place we fail to see that she is equitably 
entitled to a ith share in tho jiroporty. 
She was not a co-deoreo*holdor, nor did 
the defendants Nos. 1 to 3 put tho decree 
into execution to recover only a sum of 
money in the whole of which the plaintiff 
had a ith share. The money recoverable 
by tho decree included the costs of the 
suit and execution proceeding. The 
property was purchased for a sum of 
money greater oven than the full amount 
of tho decree. Moreover, in equity the 
defendants were entitled to recoup to 
themselves the costs incurred in obfcuning 
tho succession oortifioato. Moreover, tho 
amount duo under tho dooreo was sot off 
only in part against tho money duo from 
tho dofoudants-purohasjrs uudor their bid 
at auction. Tho purchase was mado on 
behalf of only threo of the dooroo-holders 
and not on behalf of all. \Vc, tberofore, 
hold that tho plaintiff has no cause of 
action to rooovor a ith share in tho 
property. 

The plaintiff was entitled to recover a 
ith sharo in the decretal debt after deduc¬ 
tion of all oxponditure incurred legiti¬ 
mately by tbo defendants in recovering 
the debt. She waited for six' years and 
nine days after the date of thj sale bjfore 
she sued, though her right had been 
admitted, and has only liorself to blame 
for tho result of lur own delay. 

llio suit is barred by limitktion. We 
allow th) ii'ipjal a id dis uisi the suit with 

costs inboth Courts. Costs in this Court 
will include fees on tho higher scale* 

Appeal allowed* 

% 
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Richards, O.J., and Banerji, J. 

Kalyan Singh —Plaintifi-Appellant 

V. 

Dammar S ingh —D ef en dant-Respon- 

dent. 

Second Appeal No. 1518 of 1913, 
decided on 24fch November 1914, from 
the decision of the Addl. J., AUgarb, 
dated IGch June 1913. 

Deed — Construction—Transfer hypothecating 
property with condition to pay interest and not 
to transfer till debt is paid is a mortgage and 
not charge^Transfer of Property Act {^of 1882), 
Ss* 58 and 100. 

Where by a deed of transfer the executant 
hypothecates his interest in the property and 
covenants to pay interest and also that ho will 
not transfer the property so long as the debt 
remains unpaid, the deed constitutes a simple 
mortgage and not a charge. [P. 15. C. I). 

8, C. Banerji^ B. K. ?,fukerjee and 
8,fi. Chaudhri —tor AppellanU 

P . L, Banerji —for Rospondenfc. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of a 
suit brought on foot of a mortgage, dated 
the 14th of June 1889. A number of 
pleas were taken putting the plaintiff upon 
full proof. Both the Courts below have 
hold that the mortgage was duly executed 
for good consideration. The Court of first 
instance decreed the plaintiff's claim. 
The lower Appellate Court reversed the 
decree of the Court of first instance, hold¬ 
ing that the document did nob amount to 
more than a charge and accordingly was 
barred by limitation, the suit nob having 
been instituted until the year 1910. 

In our opinion the decision of the lower 
iAppellate Court was wrong. The mort¬ 
gage is in form a simple mortgage, that is to 
say, the mortgagor states that be is hypo¬ 
thecating the interest he has and covenants 
jto pay the interest, and that ho will not 
[transfer the property so long as the debt 
jramains unpaid in whole or in part. This 
[form of security has for many years been 
jinterpreted by this Court as a simple 
jmortgage within the meaning of the Trans- 
jfer of Property Act. It is admitted that 
if the property mortgaged had bean ordi¬ 
nary zemindari rights the contention that 
it is nob a simino mortgage would be un¬ 
arguable. Bub it is said that the property 
which the mortgagor Muhammad Yusuf 
All had oonsistod of the rights of a usu¬ 
fructuary mortgagee jointly vvith certain 
other persons, in our opinion this can 


make no difference whatever. -The pro¬ 
perty which was moitgaged by Yusuf Ali 
Xhau was his interest in the mortgagee 
rights and the plaintiff is entitled to have 
a sale of those rights for the purpose of 
realising the amount of the mortgage* pro¬ 
vided the suit was instituted within time. 
The present suit was instituted within 
time, having regard to the provisions of 
Section 31 of the Limitation Act of 1908. 
We must allow the appeal, set aside the 
decree of the lower Appellate Court 
and restore the decree of the Court of first 
instance with costs in all Courts including 
in this Court foes on the higher scale. 
We extend the time for payment to six 
months from this date. ■ 

Appeal allow&L 

A.I.R. 1915 Allahabad 15 (2) 

PlGGOTT, J. 

Roja Singh and ofAers—Aceused— 
Applicants 

v. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Rovn. Pobu. No. 1202 of 1914, 
decided on 28bb January 1915, from an 
order of the S. J,, Azamgarh. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. lOQ—Sub-Divi- 
sional Magistrate holding second class powers 
can exercise powers under S. 106. 

Magistrate of the second class, who is also a 
Sub-Divjsional Magistrate, can pass an order 
under Section 106 of the Code of Criminal Pro¬ 
cedure binding over a person to keep the peace 
lor a period exceeding six months. 

[P. 15. C. 2 & P. 16, C. 11. 

R, K, Sorabji —for Applicants. 

i?. Malcotution—ior the Crown. 

Judgment. —I must take it from the 
learned Sessions Judge, who had a bettor 
opportunity of satisfying himself on the 
point than this Court can have, that the 
trying Magistrate, Mr. A. G. Ausau, was 
a Sub-I)ivisiouul Magistrate in the District 
of Azamgarh at tne time whon this order 
was passed. The question raised by tnis 
application, therefore, is whether a Magis¬ 
trate of the second class, who is also a 
Sub-Divisional Magistrate, can pass an 
order under Section 106 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure binding over a person 
bo keep the peace for a period exceeding 
six months. The suggestion is that, as 
such order carries with it an alternative 
sentonoe of imprisonment in case security 
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10 not filed, the power? of a Magistrate of 
the second class, even though be may be a 
Sub'Divisional Magistrate, are limited as 
regards the period of imprisonment by the 
provisions of Section 32 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure. I am clearly of opinion 
that the provisions of Section 106 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure cannot be 
limited in this way. The powers therein 
referred to are conferred upon the Court 
of a Sub Divisional Magistrate, and all 
that such Court does under that section is 
to require the person convicted to execute 
a bond with or without sureties for keep¬ 
ing the peace during such period, not ex¬ 
ceeding three years, as the Court may 
think fit. If the period in question should 
exceed one year, the provisions of Section 
123, clause (2), of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure necessitate a reference to the 
Sessions Judge but otherwise detention in 
prison, until the prescribed period expires 
or until within such period the required 
security is furnished, follows under the 
provisions of clause (1) of the same soo- 
tion, independently of the powers of the 
Magistrate. So long as the order requir¬ 
ing the applicant in this case to furnish 
security was passed by a Court which had 
authority to do so under the provisions of 
Section 106 of tho Code of Criminal Pro¬ 
cedure, and the period for which security 
was required did not exceed one year, the 
liability of the applicant to bo detained in 
prison unless he furuishod security is 
something independent of tho powers of 
tho Magistrate in tho matter of passing 
Bubstontive soutonoos of imprisonment. I 
dismiss this application. 

A 2 )pHcation dismissed. 
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ClIAMIEll AND PiC.cOTT, JJ. 

Boskau Lid and another —Dofonclant 
•Appellants 


Moot Chand and of/irrs’—pjaintill'a 
Kespondents. 

First Appeal No 106 of 1914, dooid, 
on 25th Novembor 1914, fro.n tho ord 

of tho Digfc. Aligarli 

6. 52—Sm/ by mortgagor against usufructua. 


mortgagee for injuiiction to enhance rent at¬ 
torned to him or for declaration of being 
entitled tobe credited with enhanced rent is 
not tenable unless mortgagee is Persistently 
and without cause underdetiing the shops— 
Mortgagor and mortgagee. 

M usufructuarily mortgaged certain shops to 
R. The tenants of the shops paid Bs. 30>8 per 
mensem as rent, which the mortgagee had to 
reali 2 e in lieu of interest. Tho mortgage-deed 
provided that in the event of the tenants paying 
less amount, the mortgagor would make good 
the deficiency, and in the case of enhancement 
he would take the excess. The mortgagor 
served a notice on two of the tenants to vacate 
the shops in their occupation and to the mort¬ 
gagee to compel them to do so, on the ground 
that there was a man who was willing to pay 
Rs. 4-12 in excess of what was being paid by 
them. Both the tenants and the mortgagee 
failed to comply with tho requisition. The 
mortgagor then sued both the tenants and the 
mortgagee for (1) an iniunotion to direct the 
mortgagee to enbanoe the rent payable by the 
tenants to the extent of Rs. 4-l2 per mensem 
and (2) a declaration that in the event of his 
failing to do so the mortgagor would be en¬ 
titled to have the excess credited in reduction of 
the mortgago-debt : 

Held, that the suit as brought was not main¬ 
tainable as there was no allegation that over a 
specified period of time the mortgagee had per- 
sistently and without reasonable cause been 
letting tho shops for less than their fair letting 
value. [P. 18 , q. IJ. 

P. L. Banerji—tox Appellantg. 

S, C. Banerjt —for Respondents. 


Judgment. —This is a first appeal from 
an order .of remand passed under Order 
XLT, rule 23, of tho Code of Civil Proce¬ 
dure, The suit was one by mortgagors 
against mortgagees, and for the determina¬ 
tion of tho question in issue before us it is 
necessary to consider oarofully both the 
terms of the raortgage-dood and tho frame 
of tho suit. Tho mortgage was one of four 
shops, and in terms it purixjrted to bo a 

usufructuary mortgage in tho 'full sense of 

tho word, with dolivory of possession, 
Thoro were, however, somo curious provi¬ 
sions, not wholly consistent with tho ordi¬ 
nary status of a mortgngco in iK'ssossion. 
Not only wore the mortgagors liable for 
repairs, hut there was a spooiali stipulation 
with regard to tlio lotting of the Bhoi'«. 
The rocit il in tho deed was that tho four 
shops wore lot for a sum of Rs. 30-8 per 
mcDBom, and that tho mortgagees were 
entitled to receive this as interest on thoir 
money. It is provided further that, in 
the event of tho shops letting for less 
nan tins amount, the mortgagors are 
to make good the difl'orouoo. Then comes 
ft further provision that the right 
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to grant abatement of rent, or to enhance 
the rent, is reserved to the mortgagors, and 
that if the mortgagors oan succeed in 
letting the shops so as to bring in a larger 
sum than Rs, 30-8 per mensem, the 
mortgagors are to receive the amount of 
such enhancement month by month. 

The suit as brought was against two 
sets of defendants, the first set being the 
mortgagees and the second set being 
tenants occupying two of the shops. With 
regard to the other two shops not occu¬ 
pied by the defendants second party, 
nothing is said in the plaint. As regards 
these two particular shops, the plaintiffs 
allege that they are prepared to put in 
tenants who will pay a rent of Rs. 4-12 per 
mensem in excess of that at present being 
paid by the defendants second party. It is 
on that ground that the plaintiffs had 
served notices calling on- the defendants 
second party to vacate the shops and on 
the defeodants first party to compel them 
to do so ; but both sets of defendants had 
refused to act on these notices. The 
relief sought is (1) an injunction to direct 
the defendants first party to onhanoa the 
rent payable by defendants second party 
to the extent of Rg. 4-12 per mensem ; and 
(2) a declaration that, in the event of their 
failing to do this, the plaintiffs shall be 
entitled from the month of September 1911 
to have the sum of Rs. 4-12 credited 
month by month in reduction of the mort¬ 
gage-debt. The Court of first instance 
framed five issues, but decided only the 
first and the fifth. The learned Subordi- 
dinate Judge was of opinion that the suit 
as brought was ipremature and not main¬ 
tainable and he dismissed it accordingly. 
The District Judge on appeal has discuss¬ 
ed the question solely from the point of 
view whether the suit could be said to be 
‘premature,** in the sense in which that 
expression had been used by the Court of 
first instance. The learned Subordinate 
Judge bad expressed an opinion that 
all matters of account as between a 
mortgagor and his mortgagee could only 
be decided upon a suit for redemption 
of the mortgage, and he has given this as 
one of his reasons for holding that the suit 
was not maintainable. The learned District 
Judge has dissented from this view 
of the law and has accordingly set aside 
the decree of the first Court and remanded 
the case under Order XLI, Rule 23, of the 
Civil Procedure Code, recording his opinion 

1915 A—3 


that the suit as brought is maintainable and 
not premature, though whether it can 
succeed or not is a point to be determined 
when the evidence has been taken and all 
issues in the case decided. 

After hearing both parties, the conclu¬ 
sion we have come to is substantially this. 
The suit is not “ premature ” in tbe sense 
in which that expresgion was used by the 
Courts below; but wo are, nevertheless, of 
opinion that the first Court was substanti- 
ally right and that the suit-is not maintain¬ 
able as brought. In other words, we are 
of opinion that the facts stated in the 
plaint disclose a cause of action upon-wbioh 
the plaintiffs might have sought immediate 
relief, but their suit has been entirely mis- 
oonoeived and the reliefs sought by them 
could not possibly be granted. Wo have 
to deal with a mortgagee-deed containing 
peculiar and somewhat anomalous provi¬ 
sions. It is necessary for us to put some 
reasonable interpretation on tbe iDrovision 
of that deed which reserves to tbe mort¬ 
gagors the right of enhancing the rent. 
We think this provision was inserted in 
order to protect the interests of the mort¬ 
gagors in tbe event of any considerable 
rise in the letting value of the property. 
We do nob think that it was intended that 
the tenants in iDOSsesgion should be tenants 
of the mortgagors, or that the mortgagors 
should be entitled to eject them at plea¬ 
sure, In fact the plaintiffs did not i)ut 
forward any such claim in the present suit. 
Had they desired the Court to accept any 
such view as this, they would have asked 
for the ejectment of the defendants second 
party, as tenants who are refusing to 
vacate the premises after having been duly 
seived with notice by the proprietors. 
What we do think the provision in ques¬ 
tion means is that the mortgagors are 
entitled, in the event of any definite ap¬ 
preciation in the letting value of the mort¬ 
gaged property, to call upon the mort- 
gigees to secure them the benefit of that 
appreciation. It is obvious to us, on the 
berms of the deed as it stands, that if the 
mortgagees had in fact succeeded in letting 
this property so as to bring in a monthly 
rental of Rs. 35-4. inatead of Rs. 30-8, and 
had endeavoured to keep the difference of 
Rg,4-12 monthly in their own pockets, upon 
a plea that this was a matter which could 
be decided only upon a suit for redemp¬ 
tion, the mortgagors would be entitled to 
claim that the deed gave them a right to 
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the present benefit and enjoyment in res- 
peot of the enhancement of rent. They 
could have maintained a suit recovery 
of arrears of enhanced rents from the 
hands of the mortgagees, and they could 

have maintained such a suit ^en 
the pendency of the mortgage. From this it 
seems to us a reasonable inference to hold 
that, if the plaintiffs are in a position to 
'orove that overa speoified period o* time 
the mortgagees have persistently andwitn- 
out reasonable cause been letting the shops 
for less than their fair letting value, the 
latter will be liable under the terms of the 
deed for not securing to the mortgagors the 
benefit of the enhanced rent. If this view 
is correct, it is obvious that neither the 
-claim for an injunction nor the claim 
for a declaration can be maintained. 
The declaration in any case is an impossi¬ 
ble one. hcoauss it is difficult to conceive 
of evidence which would justify a Court 
in holding that, from any given period 
upto such indefinite period as may be 
marked by redemption of the mortgage, 
the letting value of the shops is certain to 
be a speoified sum in excess of that at 
present assessed. 

The only other question which we 
have to consider is whether, if the order of 
remand be maintained and the suit sent 
back to the Court of first instance, the 
plaintiffs might not obtain some relief 
after asking for an amendment of the 
plaint. We have duly considered this 
point, and are of opinion that an amend¬ 
ment, such as would satisfy the view 
which we have taken as to the respective 
rights and liabilities of the parties, would 
BO change the entire nature of the suit 
that it would not be proper for any such 
amendment to bo permitted at this stage 
of the suit. On the fact stated by them 
the plaintiffs have a continuing cause of 
action, in this sense that they are entitled 
to claim damages for any period over 
which they can prove that these mort¬ 
gagees are persistently and without rea¬ 
sonable cause Under-lotting the mortgaged 
property. The only penalty which they 
may have to pay for the failure of 
this suit would he thoir inability to re¬ 
cover dannagos for a comparatively short 
period between the mouth of Soptomber 
1911 and the date of the institution of the 
present suit. Wo arc, thoroforo, of opinion 
that the learned Subordinate Judge was 


right in holding that this suit was not 

maintainable, inasmuch as it claimed 
reliefs not warranted by the facts upon 
which the cause of action was alleged to 

be based. 

On this ground we accept this appeal, 
Bet aside the order of the lower Appellate 
Court and restore the decree of the Court 
of first instance. The defendants will get 

their costs throughout. 

Appeal accepts I, 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Sheo HaraAr/t—Plaintiff-Appellant 

v. 

Eamchander — Defendant — Respon- 

dent. . lAii 

Civil Revn. Appln. No. 84 of iyi4, 

decided on 17th November 1914, from the 

order of Sub J., Mirzapur, dated ^Ist 

November 191J. ^ ^ ^ . 

Bcnqjl AMr.P. and Assam Ctvtl Courts Act, 

(2 of 1387), Ss. 21 (4) & 22—Intention of cl. (4) 
o/S.21 is to dispense with order of transfer 

under S. 22. tn* ^ ^ t j 

Whero appeals lyiog to a District Judga 

under sub-seotiou 2 of Section 2l of the Bengal, 

N NV P and Assam Civil Courts Act are directed 

under sub-section (4) to be preferred to the 

Court of a Subordinate Judge, the lUtentlon la 

that the appeals preferred accordingly should be 

hoard and disposed of by the Subordinate Judge 

without any order of transfer of such appeals to 

his Court under Section 22 of the Act.fP. 19, C. IJ 

D. Sinha—ioT Appellant. 

Uma iS'/^a/^^*er Bajpai for Nawal 
Kifihore —for Respondent. 

Chamier, 3.—This application for 
revision raises a curious question upon 
which, so far as wo are aware, there has 
not been any decision of this Court. The 
plaintiff in this case filed a suit in the 
Court of the Munsif of Mirzapur, who in 
July 1913 decreed the claim. The defen¬ 
dant preferred an appeal against the 
Muusifs decree to the Court of the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge of Mirzapur. The Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge proceeded to hear the 
appeal and in November 1913 allowed the 
appeal and dismissed the plaintiff s suit. 
This is an application for revision of the 
order of the Sahordinato Judge, on the 
ground that the Sahordinato Judge, in the 
absence of an order of the District Judge 
transferring the appeal to him for dispo^aal, 
had no jurisdiction to hear it. Under Soo- 
tion 21 of the Bengal, N.W.P. and Assam 
Civil Courts Act appeals from decrees of 
Muusifs lie to the District Judge, but 
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under Bub-eeotion (4), of that section the 
High Court may, ■with the previous sanc¬ 
tion of the Local Government, direct by 
notification in the Ofifioial Gazette that 
appeals lying to the District Judge, under 
Sub-Saotion (2J from all or any of the 
decrees or orders of any Munsif shall be 
preferred to the Court of such Subordi¬ 
nate Judge as may be mentioned in the 
notification, and the appeals shall there¬ 
upon be preferred accordingly. It ap¬ 
pears that on April 25tb, 1913, the High 
Court with the sanction of the Local Go¬ 
vernment directed by notification in the 
OIBcial Gazette that appeals from the de¬ 
crees of the Munsif of Mirzapur should be 
preferred to the Subordinate Judge of that 
district. On behalf of the applicant it is 
contended that that notification merely 
enabled the Subordinate Judge to receive 
such appeals, but did 'not give him any 
authority to hear them in the absence of 
an order under S. 22 of 'the same Act. 
S. 22 is the section which empowers a 
Disttict Judge to transfer to any Subordi¬ 
nate Judge under hia administrative con¬ 
trol any appeals pending before him from 
decrees or orders of the Munsif. Accord¬ 
ing to the argument presented on behalf of 
the applicant, an appeal which has been 
preferred under a notification issued under 
Bub-seotion (4) of S, 21 of the Act is pend¬ 
ing before the District Judge and, there¬ 
fore, may be transferred by him to any 
Subordinate Judge under S. 22 of the Act. 
Speaking for myself I oanrot accept this 
contention. It appears to me that after 
an appeal has been preferred to the Court 
of the Subordinate Judge it is pending in 
ohat Court, and I find much greater diffi¬ 
culty in holding that S. 22 enables the 
District Judge to transfer such an appeal 
as an appeal pending before himself than 
in bolding that the Legislature intended 
that an appeal preferred to a Subordinate 
Judge under such notification should not 
be disposed of by him. An exactly similar 
question arose in Oudh in 1903. In the 
Oudh Civil Courts Act (XIII of 1879) 
there is a provision similar to S. 21,Bub- 
section (4), of the Bengal, N. W. P. and 
Assam Civil Courts Act. Under S. 18, 
sub-section (3), of the Oudh Act, the Judi¬ 
cial Commissioner may, from time to time 
with the previous sanction of the Local 
Government, direct by notification in the 
Official Gazette that appeals from all or 


any of the decrees or orders of any Munsif 
shall be preferred to such Subordinate 
Judge as may be mentioned in the notifi¬ 
cation, and the appeals shall thereupon be 
preferred accordingly. It will be noticed 
that there is a slight difference between the 
language of the Oudh section and the lan¬ 
guage of S. 21 of the Bengal, N. W. P. 
and Assam Civil Courts Act, and it has 
long been the practice in Oudh to insert in 
the notification under S. 18, sub-section 
(3), the name of the Subordinate Judge to 
whom the appeals are to be preferred. 
Whether this was necessary or not may be 
open to doubt, but the difference between 
the language of the two sections does not 
affect the question which we have to de¬ 
cide in this case. In the case of Sohan 
Lai v. Baldeo Pershad (1) the late 
Mr. Scott and I held that a Subordinate 
Judge, to whom appeals are preferred 
under a notification issued under S. 18, 
sub-section (3), of the Oudh Act, has juris¬ 
diction to dispose of them. I am of the 
same opinion still. Hundreds if not thou¬ 
sands of appeals have been disposed of by 
SubDrdinate Judges in Oudh since the year 
1879 upto the year 1903, on the assump¬ 
tion that they had jurisdiction to dispose 
of them and since 1903, on the strength 
of the ruling to which I have referred. I 
have no doubt that the appeal in the pre¬ 
sent Case was rightly disposed of by the 
Subordinate Judge and I would dismiss 
this application with costs. 

Piggott, J.—I concur both in the order 
proposed by my learned colleague and 
generally in the reasoning on which it is 
based, The only substantial argument in 
support of this application seems to he that 
there is nothing in S. 21 of the Bengal, 
N.W. P. and Assam Civil Courts Act which 
expressly lays it down that a Subordinate 
Judge, to whom an appeal baa been pre* 
ferred under sub^section 4 of that section, 
is to hear and to dispose of the same. To 
this it seems to me almost sufficient to 
reply that neither does the Act in question 
contain any provision that a District Judge, 
to whom an appeal from a decree or order 
of a Munsif lies under sub-section (2) of 
S. 21, shall proceed to hear and dispose of 
the same. I turn to the Code of Civil 
Procedure to ascertain what a Court has to 
do to which an appeal has been preferred, 
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and I find under Rule 9 of Order XLI that 
certain endorseroents are to be made on tbe 
memorandum of appeal and tbe appeal is 
to be registered. Then power is conferred 
on tbe Appellate Court to dismiss the ap. 
peal, if it thinks proper to do so, without 
sending notice to tbe Court from whose 
decree the appeal was preferred and without 
serving notice on the respondent. After this 
follow the rules laying down the procedure 
to be followed when a day is fixed to hear 
the appeal and notice of the same is issued 
to the respondent. It is presumed through¬ 
out that the Court to which an appeal baa 
been preferred shall do each and all of 
these things. The question before us in 
the present case, narrowed down to its 
ultimate limits, is, what should the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge of Mirzapur have done 
when this appeal was preferred to him ? 
What ho has actually done is to follow 
the procedure laid down in Order XLI of 
the Code of Civil Procedure and eventual¬ 
ly to dispose of the appeal. The appli¬ 
cant’s contention is that he should either 
have submitted the memorandum of ap¬ 
peal to the District Judge of Allahabad 
for an order of transfer, or have referred 
tbe matter to the said District Judge for 
the same purpose. There is certainly 
nothing in Act XII of 1887 which autho¬ 
rises a Subordinate Judge to do anything 
of this sort, and I concur without hesita¬ 
tion in the opinion expressed by my learn¬ 
ed colleague that it would be a severe 
straining of the language used to say that 
this appeal, when it has been preferred to 
the Court of the Subordinate Judge of 
Mirzapur, was i'pso/ac/o ponding before 
the District Judge of Allahabad. It seems 
to me altogether simpler to hold that the 
Legislature in drawing up the Civil Courts 
Act presumed tliut a Court to which au 
appeal was -lawfully jiroferrcd would, in 
the absence of any order of transfer from a 

superior Court, proceed to hoar and dis¬ 
pose of the same. 

By the Court.—The application is 
□iemi88?d with costs. 

AxipUcatioa disfuis^cd. 
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Tudball, J. 

Richha and others —Appellants 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 1105 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on 27th January 1915, from an order 
of the Asst. S. J.f Meerut, dated 2l8t 
November 1914. 

Criminal P, C. (5 of 1898), S. 408 (&)—5eh. 
tcnce for less than 4: years by Assistant Ses¬ 
sions Judge in a joint trial where higher sen- 
tences parsed is appcalalle to High Court. 

Where at a crimiDal trial held by an Assistant 
Sessions Judge some of the accused were sen¬ 
tenced to an imprisonment for more than four 
years and some for less than that period : 

Held, that an appeal by the latter would also 
lie to the High Court under Section 40S (/>) of 
the Criminal Procedure Code. (P. 20. C. 2J. 

Lain Mohan Banerji —for the Crown. 

Judgment. —The four appellants 

Richha, Daya Ram, Bhagwan and Shera 
have been convicted under Section 304 of 
the Indian Penal Code. The first three 
were sentenced to six years’ rigorous im¬ 
prisonment and a fine of Rs. 100 and the 
tourth to three years* rigorous imprison¬ 
ment. They have all appealed to the 
Court. Though the appellant, Shera, has 
been sentenced to a term of less than four 
years and the Court which tried and de¬ 
cided the ease was the Court of an Assist¬ 
ant Sessions Judge, it is clear that the 
oaeo is one in which the appeal would lie 
to this Court in view of the language of 
Section 408, olauso (^) of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure. This is clearly a 
case in which an. Assistant Sessions Judge 
has passed a sentence of imprisonment for 
a term exceeding four years. As to the 
actual facts of the case there is clearly no 
doubt whatsoovor. The deceased Bausi 
had a dispute with tbe appellants Richha, 
Bhrtgwana and Shera in respect of hia 
house. It had fallen down and he was re¬ 
building it on certain land and they dis¬ 
puted his right on the ground that he bad 
trespassed on their land. He brought a 
suit in the Civil Court which was decreed 
by the Court of first instance, but was dis¬ 
missed on appeal. Directly the appeal 
had been allowed, the four appellants, with 
a labourer named Nohal, proceeded to 
Bausi 8 house and began to pull down his 
wall. Ho expostulated, whereupon 
Richha, Daya Ram and Bbagwana beat 
him with laihis and Shera, though au old 
man, joined in the assault. The son of 
Bausi appeared upon the soouo and he too 
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was beaten. Bansi died because the in¬ 
jury to his chest—two of his ribs were 
broken—set up septic pneumonia which 
caused his death four days after. The 
medical evidence shows that he bad re¬ 
ceived some twelve blows, that his arm as 
well as his two ribs was broken. No 
blows were inflicted upon his head. So 
that it is clear that the appellants did not 
intend to cause death and probably had no 
idea that the result of their assault would 
be death. The evidence in the case is very 
clear indeed. It was accepted by the 
Judge and Assosaors unanimously as 
against these four appellants. I fully agree 
with their view of the evidence. The 
sentences imposed are meet and proper in 
view of the facts of the case, I, therefore, 
confirm the convictions and sentences and 
dismiss the appeals. 

Appeal dismissed* 
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Tudball, J. 

Kamta Singh and ofAers—PIaintiffs— 
Appellants 

V. 

Parmeshwar and ofAe^s—Defendants— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1651 of 1913, de¬ 
cided on. 25th November 1914, from the 
decision of the Sub-Judge, Cawnpore, 
dated 5th September 1913. 

Landlord and tenant — Grove-holder on sir 
land paying rent cannot be ejected by zemindar 
on loss of zemindari. 

^^^l^dar of a village, permitted 
tne aeiendant to plant grove on a sir plot on 
the payment of a nominal rent. Subsequently 
the plaintiff’s right was sold but the 

grove existed as before : 

Held, that the defendant grove*holder could 
imt be ejected from the grove at the instance of 
theplaimifi, [P. 21.C. 1&2]. 

Hamilton—ior Appellants. 

Baldeo Pam —for Respondents. 
Judgment. This is a plaintiffs’ appeal 
arising out of a suit in ejectment. The 
Court below has found the facta to be as 
follows : Sometime prior to the year 1887 
the predeoessor-in-title of the plaintiffs 
was the owner of certain zemindari plots, 
one of which was the grove land now in 
dispute* This was recorded as hia sir^ but 
with the sanction of this owner one 
Khushal Singh, uncle of Nathu Singh, 
planted a grove on the land and continued 


to pay a rent of Es. 3-S. In 1887 Nathu 
Singh sold the grove to the predecessor-in- 
title of the present defendants and left the 
village. From that date up to the present 
time the defendants continued to hold the 
land on payment of a nominal rent of 
Rs. 3-8. Trees still stand upon it and still 
constitute a grove. The plaintiffs in the 
meantime had lost their zemindari and 
the la?id no longer belongs to them, al¬ 
though it is possible (if it were sir that 
when they lost their zemindari they ac¬ 
quired an ex-proprietary tenant right. They 
now sue to eject the defendants. In these 
circumstances the Courts below have re¬ 
fused to give the plaintiffs a decree for the 
ejectment of the defendants. It is a well- 
known custom in these provinces that 
when the owner of land allows another to 
plant trees and make a grove thereon the 
condition of the tenancy is that the land 
shall be held by the grove-holder so long 
as the tress constitute a grove and that 
when the trees are removed or the grove 
ceases to exist the land reverts to the 
land-holder. It certainly would be most, 
inequitable in the circumstances of the 
present case to eject the defendants and to 
hand over the trees which they have 
grown upon the land to the plaintiffs 
without the breaking of any condition and 
merely at the will of the plaintiffs. What¬ 
ever may have been the right of the 
latter it is quite clear that a grove-holder 
has a right to continue holding the land so 
long as he fulfils fehe conditions on which 
the land is given. In my opinion the deci¬ 
sion of the Court below is perfectly cor¬ 
rect.^ The appeal, therefore, fails and is 
dismissed with costs, including fees on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed* 
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Rapique, j. 

Hardco Prasad Petitioner-Applicant 


V, 

Pam Sarup —Oi^poaite Party. 

Civil Revn. Potn. No. 137 of 1914 

decided on 8th January 1915. from the 

order of Dist J., Moradabad, dated 26th 
June 1914, 




necessary for prosecution under S.467 of Indian 
Penal Code—Penal Code (45 of 1860). S. 467 
Itisneceasary foraparty wishing to prose¬ 
cute upon a charge of forgery committed in res¬ 
pect Of a document produced in Court to obtain 
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sanction of the Court under Section 195 ^ the 
Criminal Procedure Code. [P* 22, C. 1]. 

Sital Prosad Qhose —‘for Applicant. 

Simeon —for Opposite Party. 

Judgment*—This is an application in 
revision oballenging the order of the learn" 
ed District Judge of Moradabad setting 
aside the sanction for prosecution granted 
by the Munsif. It appears that Ram 
Sarup, the opposite party, sued the appli¬ 
cant on the basis of a bond. The bond 
was denied and the claim of Ram Sirup 
was dismissed. On appeal the decree of 
the first Court was affirmed, and the Ap¬ 
pellate Court said that Bam Sarup had 
obviously utilised an old stamp in fabrica¬ 
ting the bond on behalf of the Applicant. 
The latter then filed an application in the 
Court of Munsif for the grant of sanction 
to prosecute Ram Sarup under Section 467, 
Indian Penal Code. The application was 
granted. On appeal the learned District 
Judge set aside the sanction, on the 
ground that the offence under Section 467> 
Indian Penal Code, was not included in 
Section 195 of the Code of Criminal Pro¬ 
cedure. The learned Judge, it seems, over¬ 
looked the opening sentence of clause (c) 
of Section 195, Criminal Procedure Code. 
The sentence is “of any offence described 
in Section 463”. Now an offence punish¬ 
able under Section 467,Indian Penal Code, 
is defined in Section 463, Indian Penal 
Code. It is, therefore, necessary for a 
party wishing to prosecute upon a charge 
of forgery to obtain sanction under Section 
195, Criminal Procedure Code. The 
order of the learned Judge is set aside and 
that of the Munsif is restored. Costs are 
allowed to the applicant. 

Order of first Court restored. 
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TUDBALL AND RaFIQUE, JJ. 

Muhammad Hamid Ali Khan —Plain¬ 
tiff—Appellant 

V. 

Muhammad Asghar Alt Khan and 
others —Defendants—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 162 of 1912, decided 
on 5th March 1915, from the decision of 
the Sub-J., Bareilly, dated 19th February 
1912. 

Transfer of Property Aet (4 of 1882), S. 130— 
Mortgagor can not question considenxtion of 
assignment by his mortgagee. 

If tho purchaser of a mortgagee right brings a 
Buit on the basis of tho mortgage, the mortga* 


gor or.or his legal representatives or transferees 
cannot question the passing of the consideration 
for the sale between the mortgagee and his 
vendee the plaintiff. 18 All. 256, Ref. ^ I 

The absence of any mention of necessity in I 

tho bond on which the loan is taken is no I 

eround for holding that the transaction is I 
fictitious. 24, C. 2], * 

B. E, O’Conor and Tej Bahadur 
Sapru —for Appellant. 

S. AT. Sen —for Respondents. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of a 
suit brought by the plaintiff-appellant to 
enforce a mortgage said to have been given 
by Hakim Vilayat Ali Khan, a large land¬ 
ed proprietor of Aonla, to one Nazir Ali 
in 1895. The deed of mortgage purports 
to have been executed on August 30th, 
1895, on behalf of Hakim Vilayat Ali 
Khan by Daud Ali under a special power- 
of-attorney. The plaintiff-appellant claims 
to have purchased the mortgagee rights of 
Nazir Ali by a sale-deed dated January 
24th, 1900. Hakim Vilayat Ali Khan and 
Nazir Ali are both dead. The claim wasj 
brought against eight persons, tho first two 
of whom are legal representatives of 
Hakim Vilayat Ali Khan, the third is the 
purchaser under a private sale-deed of a 
portion of the mortgaged property, the 
fourth, fifth and sixth are auction-purcha¬ 
sers of another portion, and the last two 
are the legal representatives of Nazir Ali. 
One of the latter died during tho pendency 
of the suit and his heirs were brought on 
the record by an order dated February 
25th, 1911. The first sis defendants con¬ 
tested the suit on various grounds. They 
denied the genuineness of the mortgage of 
1895 and tho sale of 1900 as also the 
special authority of Daud AIL They further 
pleaded that the mortgage in suit was 
effected by Daud Ali in collusion with 
Nazir Ali for no consideration without tho 
knowledge of Hakim Vilayat Ali Khan, 
and that if it was executed by the latter, 
ho executed it to defraud his creditor, 
Rai Durga Prasad, the ancestor of defen¬ 
dants Nos. 4 to 6. It was also alleged 
that no consideration passed on tho mort¬ 
gage in suit or on tho sale-deed of January 
24th, 1900. The learned Subordinate 
Judge of Bareilly in whoso Court the suit 
was filed, while upholding the special 
authority of Daud Ali and the execution 
of the mortgage-deed of 1895 and the sale- 
deed of 1900, found that both were “bogus 
aud-paper transactions." Ho was of opinion 
that in the present case where the plsi&* 



Allahabad 23 


1915 Md. Hamid Adi Khan v. Md. Asghar Ali Khan 


tiff was enforoing a mortgage against bona 
fide purohasers for value who denied its 
genuinenesst it was for the plaintiff to 
prove in the first instance both the execu¬ 
tion and the bona fide character of the 
deed ; that the recital in the deed of 1895 
as to the passing of consideration was no 
evidence against the purchasers who were 
third parties; that the indebtedness of 
Hakim Vilayat Ali Khan, the absence of 
any mention of the necessity for which 
the loan in suit was taken, the want of 
proof of passing of consideration on the 
deeds of 1895 and 1900 (the evidence on 
the point having been disbelieved), the 
doubtful means of Nazir Ali to advance a 
sum of Es. 5,000 and the sale of the mort¬ 
gagee rights to a close relative of the 
mortgagor these were the reasons which 
made the learned Subordinate Judge hold 
that the transactions of 1895 and 1900 
were fictitious. He accordingly dismissed 
the claim. The plaintiff has preferred this 
appeal. He contends that he has proved 
the genuineness of the mortgage in suit as 
also of the sale of 1900. In fact as to the 
latter he maintains that the question of 
the passing of consideration does not arise 
in the present case as between himself 
and the contesting defendants. The ques¬ 
tion of the character of the transactions of 
1895 and 1900 depends upon the credibi¬ 
lity of the evidence. To take up the 
mortgage in suit first. It was executed, 
as has already been remarked, by 
Daud Ali on behalf of Hakim Vilayat 
Ali Khan under a special power-of- 
attorney. Daud Ali has been examined 
and he deposes to the execution of the 
mortgage and the receipt of Rs. 5,000. One 
Nazir Husain deooses to the same effect. 
Ha swears that Rs. 5,000 were paid in his 
presence as consideration for the mortgage. 
There is nothing in the evidence of Daud 
Ali or Nazir Hussain to make us discredit 
it. The defendants-respondents would, 
however, ask us to reject the evidence of 
Daud Ali and Nazir Hussain for the reasons 
given by the learned Subordinate Judge. It 
is said (1) that if Hakim Vilayat Ali Khan 
executed the mortgage in suit he executed 
it with the object of defrauding his princi¬ 
pal creditor, Rai Durga Prasad, and that is 
borne out by the heavy indebtedness of the 
Hakim; and that as a matter of fact the 
Hakim never executed the mortgage. Daud 
Ali in collusion with Nazir Ali, a man of 


straw, fabricated the deed and practised a 
fraud on the Hakim. In support of the 
latter allegation the defendants-respond¬ 
ents examined three witnesses, namely, 
Sarup Narain, Ram Chander and Sheo 
Ghand. The last two state that they saw 
a notice in the possession of Daud Ali 
from the Hakim calling upon the former 
to return the mortgage-deed of Nazir Ali. 
Ram Ghander also says that he saw a draft 
of a plaint on behalf of the Hakim by 
which the cancellation of the mortgage- 
deed of Nazir Ali was sought. He admits 
that be saw the draft of the plaint in 1910 
at the house of his master in the possession 
of one Wahid Ali Khan, a nephew of the 
Hakim, and the notice two years after in 
1912. Daud Ali showed him the notice, 
because he, Daud Ali, wanted to soil him¬ 
self and make money, as the production of 
the notice would have been a complete 
answer to the claim of the plaintiff. Ram 
Ghander is a servant of the defendants- 
respondents Nos. 4 to 6, the sons of Rai 
Durga Prasad, and his evidence is not dis¬ 
interested. Besides his evidence, even if 
credible, is nob conclusive. He does not 
say that the drafts of the notice he saw 
bore the signature of the Hakim. If Daud 
Ali is a person of such a character as Ram 
Chander makes him out to be it is quite 
conceivable that Daud AU showed a forged 
notice purporting it to be, from his 
former master in order to make some 
money from the defendants-respondents 
Nos. 4 to 6. But it is scarcely credible that 
Daud Ali would venture to play such 
a trick after having given evidence on oath 
almost two months before in support of the 
genuineness of the deed of 1895. He was 
eximinedas a witness for the plaintiff on 
November 17th, 1911, and according to 
Rim Chander the draft of the notice was 
shown to him on January 4bh, 1912. 
Wahid Ali Khan who is said to have shown 
the draft of the plaint has not been 
examined on behalf of the defence. The 
other witness, Sheo Ghand, is a man of no 
status. Hs was at one time in the service 
of Durga Prasad and on his own admission 
he is a mere acquaintance of Daud Ali. He 
also says that Daud Ali showed him the 
notice and a letter from the Hakim with 
the object of getting him, the witness, to 
persuade the defendants-respondents to 
buy them. The witness was promised 10 
per cent, on the decree presumably in 
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favour of the defendants-respondgnts Nos. 

4 to 6. The same remarks apply to the 
evidecco of Sheo Chand as to that of Ram 
Ohander, Sheo Ohand deposes to a letter 
which he saw in possession of Baud Ali 
from the Hakim. The letter was to the 
effect that Baud Ali was to obtain a sale- 
deed of the mortgagee rights of Nazir Ali 
in favour of the plaintiff, because Burga 
Prasad had taken out execution of his dec¬ 
ree. Now such letter, if genuine, would 
be inconsistent with the allegation of the 
fabrication of the mortgage in suit by Baud 
Ali. The witness does not say what date 
the letter bore or that it was signed by the 
Hakim. He says that he saw the letter 
three years ago, that is, some time in 
February 1909. It is not shown that any 
decree of Burga Praiad was in execution 
at that time. Besides it is difficult to see 
how the decree of Burga Prasad could be 
defeated by the aesignraent of tho mort¬ 
gagee rights of Nazir Ali to tho plaintiff. 
The evidence of Rim Chandor and Sheo 
Chand Rai is both incDuolusivo and unreli¬ 
able. The evidence of Sarup Naraio, 
Pleader, is much too vague to base on an 
inference that Baud Ali fabricated the deed 
of 1895. We, therefore, hold that tho mort¬ 
gage of 1895 was executed by Uakim Yila- 
yat Ali Khan. The arguments advanced for 
the defence against its genuinooess are also, 
in our opinion, of no force. Tho chief 
argument is the indebtedness of the 
Hakim at the time tho raortgigo 
was given. As there was no satisfac¬ 
tory eiidenoo on tho record about his 
financial condition, wo remitted two iscincs 
to the lower Court for trial by wbioli 
findings on the indobboduoss of the Hiikim 
and the value of hia estate were o.dled 
for. 

The lower Court has now returned 
findings on the issues to tho offi'cb that 
the Hakim was indebted in 1895 to the 
extent of Rs. 89,000 including some doubt¬ 
ful debts, and that his estate at that time 

was worth Ra. 2,75,000. It has not boon 

shown to us on bohalf of the dofenco that 
the debts of the Hakim amounted to a 
larger sum than that found by tho Court 
below. As to tbo valuation of his csb:vtj, 
even if tho valuation arrived ut by the 
lower Court bo not aoooptod. that given by 
the defence would show that tho IJakitn 
was not in financial diflicultios in 1895. 
According to tho defenoo tho voluo of tho 
Hakim’s estate in 1895 was Rs. 1,77,GS2. 


It cannot be said that a man who has an 
estate of that value and is indebted to tho 
extent of about Rs. 90,000 only creates a 
mortgage for Rs. 5,000 in order to defeat 
his creditors. The absence of any mention 
of the necessity for which the loan was 
taken is no ground for holding that tho 
transaction was fictitious. A man of the 
position of the Hakim would nob proclaim 
his private affairs by mentioning the need 
in the bond for raking the loan. The 
allegation that Nizir Ali was a man of no 
means has not been made out by the 
defence. It is true that four bonds have been 
produced on behalf of the dofonoe which go 
to show that Nazir Ali with some other 
persons from March 1895 to Becember 
1895 borrowed small sums. This evidence, 
if not explained would, no doubt, make it 
questionable whether Nazir Ali could 
advance such a large sum as Rs. 5.000 in 
1895. But his brother, Ali Nabi, who 
has been examined in the case gives a 
satisfaciiory (Xolanation of tho said bonds. 
H‘.i says that his brother, who was Nazir 
in the Rampur State and through whom 
the salaries of the petty officials of tho 
State used to bo paid, used (o stand surety 
for tlio said onioiaU wk.en they raised small 
loans. Tho o’^odltDrs always asked him to 
stand surety as lio could guarantee to them 
tho ro-paymonb of tho loans hy deducting 
from t!io salaries of tho debtors the amoueb 
of tbo loans. Tiio evidence of Baud Ali 
and Nazir Husain proves that consideration 
passed on tho morlgige in suit and, as we 
have said before, wo s.’o no reason to reject 
their ovidouco. Bosidos tho mortgage was 
put for.vard in 1908 in tho life-time of the 
Hakim in execution of the decree against 
him by Burga Piasad and it was not denied 
by the Hukim. Wo hold that the morb- 
gigo in suit was genuine and for oousidora- 
uion. 

As to the salo-doed of 1900 its execution, 
is not dieput^d. The objection is that no 
consideration passed on it. Mumtaz 
Hussain, a marginal witness to tbo sale- 
deed in question, has been examined for 
tho plaintiff and deposes to 'the passing of 
considorat.on. Ho has not been believed 
by t!io lower Court, because in its opinion 
tho sale of 1900 was a part of tho fraud 
that oiigiuated with Baud Ali in 1895. 
The lower Court considered tho ovideuoe 
of Mumtiz Hussain not on its own merits, 
but in tho light of the oiroumstauoes which 
in its opinion showed tho mortgage tran- 
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Baction of 1895 to be fraudulent. Ag it 
bas been shown that the said ciroumstanoes 
do not exist and do not prove the transac¬ 
tion of 1895 to be fictitious, the objection 
to the evidence of Mumtaz Hussain 
disappears. We see no reason to discredit 
his evidence and find it proved that consi¬ 
deration passed on the sale of 1900. 
Besides the failure of consideration on 
the sale in question would not defeat the 
claim of the plaintiff. The question of 
consideration on the sale is one that con¬ 
cerns the vendor of the plaintiff and his 
representatives have not denied the receipt 
of consideration. The defendants-respon- 
dents cannot raise the question in the 
present case, vide Ahmad.ud~din Khan v. 
Sikandar Begam (1). 

We, therefore, allow the appeal, reverse 
the decree of the lower Court and decree 
the claim of the plaintiff for the amount 
claimed up to the date of suit, with costs 
in both Courts including in this Court fees 
on the higher scale. In default the pro¬ 
perty will be sold. The usual decree under 
Order XXXIV, Rule 4, will be prepared. 
We allow six months from this date for 
the payment of the money. Interest at 
the contractual rate is allowed up to the 
date of payment. Considering the great 
delay in bringing the suit we allow no 
interest after the date fixed for payment. 
_ ^PP^cil allowed. 

(1) 11896] 18 AH. 256 = 1896 A.W.N.52. 
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Eichaeds, C, J., and Baneeji, J, 
Niamat ^h'—Dafendant-Appellant 


v. 

Ali Baza and others—Plaintiffs-Res- 
pondents. 


First Appeal No. 131 of 1913, decided 
on 20bh November 1914, from the deoi- 
sion of the Dist, J., Farrukhabad, dated 
19th February 1913. 

about 

Mutwalhshtp on ground of relationship does not 
come under S. 92. 


Suits relating to disputes between parties as 
to who is entitled to be tnutwalli on the ground 
of family relationship are not brought under 
Section 92 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

[P. 26, C. 1]. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru and A» Haidar — 
for Appellant. 

Abdul Raoof and Oulzari Lai —for 
Respondents. 
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Judgment.— In this suit, which pur¬ 
ports to have been brought under the pro¬ 
visions of Section 92 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, the plaintiffs claimed that the 
defendant should be removed from the 
Tnutwalliship of certain property, which 
was specified in lists A and B appended to 
the plaint, that the defendant should be 
called upon to furnish accounts and that a 
new trustee or trustees from the family of 
the original appropriator (one Wali Ullah) 
should be appointed. In the plaint are set 
forth the history of the waqft about which 
there appears to be no doubt. One Maulvi 
Wali Ullah started an Arabic school of 
literature and Muhammadan jurisprudence 
in the city of Farrukhabad about the year 
1808. He dedicated certain shops, which 
at present (produce about Ra. 22 per men¬ 
sem, for the expenses. For a long time a 
man of the name of Syed PazI Ali was de 
facto Tfiutwalli. He made a further waqf 
of property worth about Rs. 7,500. He 
continued to be at least de facto mutwalli 
during the remainder of his life and named 
his son, Inam Ali, to be miitwalli after his 
death. Inam Ali succoedL.d Fazl Ali and 
died on the 5th of February 1908. Fazl 
Ali, when making his dedication, provided 
that the descendants of Inam Ali should 
be the mutwalHs of the entire endowment. 
After the death of Syed Inam Ali, who 
apparently died without issue, his brother 
Karamat Ali assumed the muiwalliship. 
Then followed some litigation, Karamat 
Ali brought a suit asking for a declaration 
that he was the lawful mutwalli of all the 
property. The Court of first instance 
decided in his favour. The principal 
plaintiff in the present suit, ‘Syed Ali 
Eaza was a party. Syed Ali Baza appealed 
and on the ease coming before this Court 
the suit was withdrawn with liberty to 
bring a fresh suit. From tlie judgment it 
would seem that the Court had indicated 
that the evidence adduced by Karamat Ali 
was not sufficient to justify it in making 
an affirmative declaration in hia favour. 

No fresh suit was appireutly brought 
owing to the death of Karamat Ali. On 
the death of Karamat Ali, which took place 
on the 23rd of August 1911, the present 
defendant, Niamat Ali hec^mQ mutwalli 
under the ‘ guardianship of his mother, 
^fusammat Tasliman. This was in accord¬ 
ance with a provision in the Will of 
Karamat Ali. The present suit was then 
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initituted on the 20hh of February 1912. 
It must be noted here that there is no 
allegation in the plaint that there has been 
any misappropriation of trust funds or any 
breach of trust. It is not alleged that any 
scheme was renuired. The prayer is simply 
for the removal of the defendant from the 
office of mutwalli and that some new 
trustee or trustees from the family of the 
original appropriator should be appointed. 

The Court below has made a decree 
removing the defendant from being trustee 
and has appointed the plaintiff* Syed Ali 
Eaza, mutwalli. It has even given the 
costs of the suit against the defendant. 
Section 92 of the Code of Civil Procedure 
provides for a suit for certain reliefs in the 
Court of the District Judge in a case of an 
alleged breach ” of a trust created for 
public purposes of a charitable or 
religious nature or where the direction 
of the Court is deemed necessary for 
the administration of any such trust. Suits 
relating to disputes between paitios 
as to who is entitled to be mutwalli on 
the ground of family relationship are not 
brought under this section. We have 
already pointed out that no broach of trust 
was alleged nor proved, nor was it shown 
in any way that the intervention of the 
Court was necessary. Assuming that 
Karamat Ali was legally entitled to be the 
mutwallit an office which bo undoul'toclly 
de facto enjoyed, bo was untitled t.o ap¬ 
point his successor. It scorns to us that 
the suit was entirely misconceived and 
ought not to have been entertained by the 
learned Judge. It is argued that there 
was no mutwalli and that the waqf pro¬ 
perty was derelict, and that accordingly 
the intervention of the Court was abso¬ 
lutely necessary. This is clearly not so. 
Karamat Ali was de facto mutwallit and 
it was never decided that ho was not also 
dejure BO. As a matter of fact it clearly 
appears that the defendant did assume the 
office and apparently the trust property 
was being properly managed. It is said 
that the defendant Niamab Ali is a minor. 
It is possible that ho was a minor accord¬ 
ing to the Indian Majority Act, hut it is by 
no means certain that ho was a minor ac¬ 
cording to the Muhammadan Law, tliat is 
to say, that he hud not reached* the years 
of puberty and discretion. In the Will of 
Karamat Ali, which was made before the 
present dispute arose, ho is dosoribed as 
being a boy of 16 years of age. On the 


general merits of the case it seems to ns 
that the present suit has very little. The 
defendant is the grandson of Fazl Ali, who 
made the last endowment the most subs¬ 
tantial portion of the wagj, Fazl Ali had 
for many years been at least de facto 
mutwalli of the endowment created by 
Wall Ullah, and the presumption would be 
that he was also dejure mutwalli. Accor¬ 
ding to the spirit of Muhammadan Law 
Niamat Ali, his grandson, would have the 
best right to be mutwalli. We need 
hardly say that if there is a breach of 
trust in the future, it will be open upon 
proper proof to get the mutwalli removed 
and a new trustee appointed. 

We allow the appeal, set aside the 
decree of the Court belo'V and dismiss the 
plaintiffs’ suit with costs in both Courts. 

Appeal Allowed, 
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TUDliALL, J. 

JTV. Ifiadri —Defendant-Appellant 



Kura and —Plaintiffs-Rospon- 

dents. 

Second Appeal No. 615 of 1913, deci¬ 
ded on 4th December 1914, from the 
decision of the Add!. J., Moerut, dated 
19bh April 1913. 

Hindu Lau — Custoui^D.iughtcr not excluded 
from inUeritaucc iimotig H.Uavau Jats. 

There is no custom excluding a daughter {torn 
inheritance among liiiluyan Jiits in Meerut 
nivisiou. [P. 27, C. 2]. 


Toj Bahadur Sapru and Durga Cha^ 
ran Banerjce —for Appellant. 

Sital Prasad Ghosh —for Respondents. 
Judgment.—This appeal arises out of 
a suit for possession of the estate of one 


Shor Singli, Jat, 

The plaintiffs-respondouts are the nearest 
male agnates of Sher Singh. The defen¬ 
dant is the daughter of Sher Singh, The 
plaintiffs pleaded a special custom in their 
family, village, the neighbourhood and the 
caste, under which a daughter is excluded 


from iulierit.inoe. 


The Court of ffrst instance, on the ovi- 
donco, hold that the custom alleged had 
not been established. 

The lower Appellate Court held that the 
ovidouoo was sufficient to prove the exis¬ 
tence of the custom. 

Tlio only point before me is whether 
taking the ovidonco as accepted by the 
Court below, it is suffioieut in law to ostiv- 
blish an immemorial, invariable custom. 
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There is no plea that the parties are not 
Hindus. The custom alleged is one at 
variance with the ordinary rule of Hindu 
Law and is both harsh and unnatural, and 
it lay on the plaintiffs to prove it by clear 
and cogent evidence. 

The parties are Balayan Jats and the 
story is that this class of Jats inhabit 84 
villages in the Meerut Division, that they 
came from Malanai in the Delhi District 
and are, therefore, Punjabi as having 
come from the Punjab. 

The plaintiffs called in evidence some 
18 witnesses who mentioned 36 instances 
(some five or six from this very village) of 
the custom having been followed. These 
were not supported by any documentary 
evidence relating to these instances. 

Fifteen Wajib~ul~araiz were produced. 
In only one of these was the daughter ex¬ 
pressly -excluded in terms, though the 
inference to be drawn from the others is 
that the daughter was to be excluded. 

Some six judgments were quoted in 
oases in which the custom was upheld, one 
at least being connected with this very 
village. 

On the other hand the defendant also 
called witnesses who quoted 24 instances 
(some 4 or 5 from this very village) in 
which the daughter had inherited her 
fathers estate, one being in -the very 
family of the parties. Khewats were 
produced in support of this oral evidence 
to show that the instances were genuine, 
and not imaginery. 

Several judgments have also been 
quoted in oases in which it was held that 
the custom did not exist, the latest being 
that in First Appeal No. 173 of 1912 
[Mu Bhagwani v. Ktiuski Ram (1), to 
which I mysslf was a party] decided on 
16th June 1914. 

In regard to the claim that the plain¬ 
tiffs are Punjabi Jats (among whom the 
custom prevails) in thit they oime from 
the Delhi Division, I need only point out 
that prior to the Mutiny Rooord of 1857 
the Delhi Division had never at any time 
formed part of the Punjab. Till then 
under the British Rule it was part of 
these Provinces and as far as can be dis¬ 
covered from historical records, it was not 
at any time included in the Panjab. What 
is now called the Punjab Province inclu¬ 
des a considerable area outside the Punjab 

(1) %i Ind. Caa. 982. 


proper. Jats who lived in the Delhi 
District prior to the Mutiny were not 
and could not have been Punjabi Jats at 
that time. The Balayan Jats settled in 
the Meerut Division long long prior to the 
Mutiny, The claim to be called Punjabi 
Jats has no real basis in history. The 
lower Court started with a presumption 
that being Punjabi Jats, the Balayan 
Jats brought with them their own cus¬ 
toms from the Punjab, but they came not 
from the Punjab. Taking the evidence 
accepted by the lower Court the case is 

(1) that 36 instances one way and 24 
the other way have been established; 

(2) that there are decisions in cases 
both ways : 

(3) that 15 Wajib-ul-araiz of the year 
1863 contain entries which support the 
plaintiffs and at least go to show that even 
if there was no universal custom, at least 
there was a strong feeling among the Jats 
of this Province, in the 15 villages, that 
daughters should not be allowed to in¬ 
herit. 

But it must be proved that the custom 
is at least both immemorial and invariable 
before the Courts can uphold it, as it is at 
variance with the rule of Hindr Law. It 
is impossible to siy in the state of the 
evidence that either of these two neces¬ 
sary qualifications has been proved, when 
we find that in so large a proportion of 
instances the daughters have actually in¬ 
herited within the memory of man. 

The evidence taken, as it stands, is 
clearly insufficient to establish this cus¬ 
tom. 

I allow the appeal, set aside the decree 
of the Court below and restore that of the 
Court of first instanoe. The appellant 
will have her costs in both this and the 
lower Appellate Court, including in this 
Court-fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal allowed* 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Man Singh —Decree-holder—Appellant 

v. 

Amantaka Prasad —Judgment-debtor— 
Rosponde nt. 

First Appeal No. 254 of 1914, decided 
on 15lih Dcoembar 1914, from the deci¬ 
sion of the 2n(i Addl. Sub-J.i Aligarh, 
dated 18th April 1914. 
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Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 62— 
Auction-purchase in the interval of preliminary 
and final mortgage decree i$ pendente lite. 

The purchaser of a property in execution of a 
simple money decree between the date of passing 
a preliminary decree for sale under 0. XXXlV, 

R. 4, and a final decree under R. 5 of the Order 
in respect of the same properly, is a purchaser 
pendente lite and is liable to the provisions of 

S. 52 of the Transfer of Property Act, and his 

purchase cannot in any way affect the rights 
obtained by the decree-holder -under the pre¬ 
liminary decree. [P. 28, C, 2,] 

Oulzari Lai —for Appellant. 

Satish Chandra Banerji —for Respon¬ 
dent. 

Facts.—Kunwar Man Singh, the de- 
oreO'holder, obtained a preliminary decree 
for sale under O. XXXIV> R. 4, Civil 
Procedure Code, on Slst of May 1913, 
against Jaikishore. Out of the many pro¬ 
perties involved in the decree, one was sold 
in execution of a simple money-decree on 
2l8t July 1913 and was purchased by the 
respondent, Amantaka Prasad. The final 
decree for sale under 0. XXXIV, R. 5, 
Civil Procedure Code, was passed on 6bli 
January 1914. The dccreo-holdor applied 
for execution of the decruo against Auantha 
Prasad as well and sought relief against 
him too. Amautaka Prasad objected to the 
execution of the decree, conteudiug that 
he was wrongly impleaded in the execu¬ 
tion i^rocoedings and that hie purchase was 
binding on the dooroo-holdor. The lower 
Court allowed his objection and ordered 
his name to be struck ofi from the appli¬ 
cation. 

The decree-holder api>oaled to the Hii*!! 
Court. 

Judgment.—Tnis is a first apiieal by a 
decree-holder in an exeoution case. A pre¬ 
liminary decree for sale uudor (). XXXIV, 
R. 4, Civil Prooo'juro Code, was obtained 
ontb 0 3i3bof May 1913 against one Jai 
Kishore. Several ))rop3rtnea were involved 
in this decree. One of those p'opjrties 
was put up for sale on the 21st July 
1913 in execution of a simple money decree 
and was purchased by the rospoudeut, 
Amantaka Prasad, The final decree for 
sale under O.dor XKXIV. Rule 5, Civil 
Procedure GoJe, was passed on the GUi of 
January 1914. In applying for oxooutiou 
of this decree the dooroo-liolder ii imod 
Amantaka Prasad as one of the parse is 
against whom relief was sought and uotioj 
was issued to Anuntiki Prasad aojordiag- 
ly. Tae latjar appeared in Court, preseut- 
iag a petition of objjotieas, in the course 
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of which he did not content himself with 
alleging that he had been wrongly im¬ 
pleaded in the execution proceedings but 
claimed further that, by reason of certain 
events, bis purchase was in some way or 
other binding on the decree-holder, so that 
the property purchased by him ought not 
to have been put up for sale. In dealing 
with this matter the Court below has con¬ 
tented itself with saying that the decree- 
holder might have impleaded Amantaka 
Prasad in the interval between the preli¬ 
minary decree for sale and the decree 
absolute* As he has not done so, he was 
not justified in trying to bring Amantaka 
Prasad on the record as the legal repre¬ 
sentative of the judgment-debtor in subse¬ 
quent execution prooeediogs. The formal 
order which followed was to the effect 
that Amantaka Prasad's objection is 
allowed, and bis name be struck off the 
application for execution and the execu¬ 
tion proceedings. As it stands, this order 
appears to he one that the property in 
Sfouza Yahiapur involved in Amantaka 
Prasad’s objection should not be put up 
for sale in oxooutiou of the dooroe. If 
this be the offoot of the order, it seems to 
us that it was clearly wrong; but we are 
informed that it bis not l)oon interpreted 
in this souse and the property has actually 
been sold. Whether this bo so or not, 
wo think it advisable to amend the formal 
order lest it should give rise to difficulty 
hereafter. In our view Amantaka Prasad 
was a purchaser pendentt^ Ute pure and 
siinplo. Uo was liable to the provisions 
of Section 52 of tlie Transfer of Property 
Act (IV of 1882) and his purchase 
could not in any way atl'oot the rights 
obtained by the present appellant under 
the preliminary decree for sale. A case 
in many respects similar to the present, 
though somewhat stronger, decided by 
their Lordships of the Privy Oounoil, is 
that of Paiijiz Hawai i Khan v. Prag 
Naniia (1). if the appellant uow before 
US has mide any mistake, it has been in 
seeking to imploai Amautaka Prasad at all 
in the eseoutiou proieediugs. He does 
not uimit that Ammtaki Prasai acquired 
any title uuder his iaaotion-purohaso, and 
ooiisjqujutly should not hive attempted 
to treat him as the legal ropresjiitative of 
the julg uout-debior. If Amiutaka Prasad 
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has chosen of his own accord to come into 
Court, as a person in possession of pro¬ 
perty which was in danger of beiog sold 
in execution of a decree, and asked the 
Court to adjudicate on the matter, he 
might have been entitled to a hearing. 
As the case stands, we think that that 
portion of the lower Court’s order which 
simply directed the name of the appellant 
to be struck off the file of the execution 
proceedings was correct. We so far allow 
the appeal that we amend the formal order 
of the Court by directing that the first few 
words of that order shall run thus, namely, 
that the objections be so far allowed that 
the name of Amantaka Prasad be struck 
off, et cetera, et cetera," In other respects 
the appeal is dismissed. We leave the 
parties in this Court to pay their own 
costs. 

Appeal partly allowed. 
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Tudball, J. 

Chet Ram —^Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 


Sahaba and others —Dofendants-Res- 
pondenta. 

Civil Revn. No. 153 of 1913, decided 
on 8th January 1915, from the decree of 
the Sm. C, Court J,, Bulandshahr, dated 

22Qd Sept. 1913. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 o/l901), S. 79 (1) (b)Suit 
under S, 79 (1) (&) for damages for crops on 
wrongful dispossession lies in revenue court. 

Section 79 (1) (6) of the Agra Tenancy Act 
entitles a plaintiff to recover the value of any 
crop which has been wrongfully removed by the 
defendant as one of the resultant damages of 
wrongful dispossession. [P. 29, C. 2.] 

Therefore, a suit for compensatiou for the 
value of the crops which were wrongfully re¬ 
moved is a suit for compensation for illegal 
ejectment by a tenant against his landlord and 
should be brought in a Revenue Court. 

[P. 29, C.2.1 

Girdhari Lai Agarwala —for Appel¬ 
lant. 


Judgment—The plaintiff is a parson 
who obtained a sub-lease from the defend¬ 
ants, the ocoupanoy-tenints of the land. 
He sowed the laud. Taa lessors trespass¬ 
ed on it and out and removed his crops. 
He prosecuted them in the criminal Court 
charging them with criminal trespass and 
assault. One of them, Liijit, was con¬ 
victed of these two offences and was fined 
Rs. 10. The plaintiff now brings a suit 
for oompaasation for the value of the 


crops which were removed. The lower 
Court, that is, the Judge of the Court of 
Small Causes, has rejected the plaint, on 
the ground that the suit was one for com¬ 
pensation for illegal ejectment by a ten¬ 
ant against his landlord, and has returned 
it for presentation to the proper Court. 
The plaintiff applies in revision and con¬ 
tends that the suit is merely to recover 
the value of the property which was ille¬ 
gally taken by the defendants. It is clear 
that after the wrongful ejectment, the 
plaintiff was entitled to bring a suit to re- 
cover possession of the holding and also 
for compensation for wrongful disposses- 
Sion under Section 79 of the Tenancy 
Act, If compensation foe wrongful dis¬ 
possession could cover and include the 
value of the crops removed by the defen¬ 
dants, then it is clear that the suit ought 
to have been brought in the Revenue 
Court and not in the Court of Small 
Causes. It seems to me that clause (1) 
(o) of Section 79 would entitle the plain¬ 
tiff to recover the value of any crop which 
has been removed by the defendants as 
one of the resultant damages of wrongful 
dispossession. The suit, therefore, ought 
to have been broughb in the Revenue 
Court and the order of the Court below 
18 quite correct. This application ia, 
therefore, rejected. I make no order as to 

costs, as the opposite party is unrepre¬ 
sented. 

Petition dismissed. 
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CuamIER and PlGGOTT, JJ. 

Collector of Benares and another— 
i lain tiffs—Appellants 

V. 

Shiam Das and Defendants— 

Kespondents. 

First Appeal No. 90 of 1914, decided on 
b ebruary 1915, from an order of the 
Suh-J.. Jauepur, dat 'd 2ad March 1914 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 79^onstruc^ 
Uve^possession is no possession for purposes of 

ill pos- 

be regarded as having 
been ejected witbm the meaning of Section 79 of 

and therefore, must sue under 

tho h M- wishes to recover possession of 

the holding. 30 

Ryves—loc Appellants. 

^ Conor and Gokul Prasad —■ 

for ivespondents. 


30 AlJahabad 


AfiMAD Rvza KaiN y U AM Lal 


idle 


Judgment.—This is an appeal against; 
an order of fche Subordinate Judge of 
Jaunpur, directing that the plaint he re¬ 
turned to the plaintiff for presentation to 
the proper Court. The Subordinate Judge 
was of opinion that the suit as brought 
was cognizable only by the Revenue 
Court. The only facts which need to be 
stated for our present purpose are that in 
1869 the ancestors of some of tbe defen¬ 
dants made a simple mortgage of tbe 
property in favour of tbe ancestor of Rai 
Sheo Prasad and Rai Sbambhu Prasad, 
who are represented in the present case by 
tbe Collector of Benares as Manager of 
the Court of Wards. A decree nisi for sale 
was obtained on the mortgage in February 
1901. An order absolute for sale was pass¬ 
ed in April 1904. The property was put 
up for sale in March 1907, when it was 
purchased by Sheo Prasad and Sbambhu 
Prasad, and the sale was conhrmed in 
May 1907, In the plaint it is stated that 
the plaintifls endeavoured to obtain 
possession of tbe property in October 1907 
but were resisted by tho defendants. Tbe 
cause of action is said to have arisen on 
October 3rd, 1907. The original mortgagors 
of tho property wore fixed-rate tenants. 
The principal defendants to the suit are 
fche zemindars of the land. On March 21st, 
1904, they obtained a dccreo for arreirg of 
rent against the fixod-rata tenants and on 
May 14th, 1904, thoy obtained an order 
for their ejectment and in duo course 
ejected them and took possession of the 
land. The plaintiffs in the present case 
claimed to have acquired tho rights of the 
fixed-rate tenants and so to have become 
themselves fixed-rate tenants of the laud. 
Tho Subordinate Judge was of opinion 
that this was a suit by tenants, who had 
been ejected otherwise than in acoordanoo 
with the provisions of tho Tenancy Act, 
against their land-holders for recovery of 
possession of a holding within the moaning 
of Section 79 of the Tenancy Act. From 
the facta stated above it apooars that the 
plaintiffs have never in fact hold posses¬ 
sion of the land in suit. It has been liold 
by this Court in several c isos that a person 
who has been oonstruotivoly in possession 
of a holding may bo regarded as having 
been ejected within tho meaning of Sec¬ 
tion 79 of the Tenancy Act and, therefore, 
must sue under that section, if ho wislios 
to recover possession of tho holding. Wj 

iBQod not review the rulings cited to us. 


for it seems to us quite clear that in the 
present case it is impossible to hold that 
the plaintiffs have ever been even in 
constructive possession of the holding. 
The persons whose rights they claim 
to have acquired were ejected by the 
landlords in May 1904. The plain¬ 
tiffs did not purchase the property till 
March 1907 and they do not profess to 
have gone anywhere near the property till 
October 1907, As the plaintiffs do not 
assert that they have ever actually held 
possession of the land and it is impossible 
to hold that they have ever been even 
constructively in possession of the land, we 
cannot hold that they have been ejected 
within the meaning of S. 79. We express 
no opinion whatever on the merits of the 
case, but we are of opinion that the suit 
was maintainable in the Civil Court and 
that the order of tho Subordinate Judge 
canuot be maintained. We allow this aj?- 
peal, set aside the order of the Subordinate 
Judge and remind the oise to the Subordi¬ 
nate Judge for trial according to law. Costs 
here and hitherto will be costs in tho cause 
and will include in this Court fees on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal allowed, 
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Chamieu and PIGQOXT, JJ. 

Ahmad Raza /TAa/i—Plaintiff—Ap¬ 
pellant 

V. 

Ram Liil and another —Djfondanta— 
Rospondouts. 

Second Appeal No. 1514 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 16-h December 1914, from the deci¬ 
sion of the 2ad Addl. J., Aligarh, dated 
11th June 1913. 

Adverse possession bp co-ownor^-Burden lios OH 
him to prove adverse possession. 

Tlioro is a prosumpUou that tho possossioo of 
one oo pwiicr is the possession of tho other, and 
the burden lies on tho oo-owucr setting up title 
by .adverse possossiou to prove that he or bis 
prodocossor had sot up au adverse title to the 
other co-o'vner’s share, to the kuowh.iigo of tho 
latter, more than twelve ve.ars before tho Insti¬ 
tution of tho suit. ‘ ;p. 52, C. l.J 

Corea v. AppuJuuny, I19lj) A. C, 230 foil and 
ease law l\of. 

<5. A.. Dar —for AppoUaufc. 

D. 0. Banerji and Luchmi iVarain —* 
for R jspoudonls. 

Judgment. —This was a suit for possos- 
stou, by partition, of a half share in a small 
proporty, desoribjdas Ihata NtdUau Siughf 
in tho Q^ty of Kill, and consisting appar- 




191S 


Ahmad Raza Khan v. Ram Lal Allahabad 31 


ently of some waste land and the sites of a 
few houses. 

The property belonged formerly to two 
brothers, Nihal Singh and Bhawani Singh, 
The rights of the former passed to his 
three grandsons who in May 1909, alleging 
that they were owners of the whole pro¬ 
perty, sold the whole to the appellant. The 
appellant admits, however, that by his 
purchase he acquired only a half share in 
the property. The rights of Bhawani 
Singh in the other half passed to his son, 
Mathura Prasad, and later in execution of 
a decree against Mathura Prasad were sold 
to two persons who in August 1909 trans¬ 
ferred them to the respondents. 

The appellant's ease is that he was in 
possession of his half share till March 1911 
when the respondents denied his title. The 
defence was that the appellant or the per¬ 
sons through whom he claims have not 
been in possession of the share within 
twelve years of this suit, and that the res¬ 
pondents have been in adverse possession 
of the same for more than that period. 

The Munsif found that as the appellant 
had failed to prove possession within twelve 
years the suit failed, although the respond¬ 
ents had failed to prove adverse possession 
by them for more than a very short time. 
On appeal the Additional District Judge 
agreed with the Munsif that the appellant 
had failed to prove possession within limi¬ 
tation, and, therefore, held that the suit 
had been rightly dismissed. He went on 
to hold that as the possession of one of two 
co-owners could not be regarded as the 
possession of the other co-owner, the pos¬ 
session of the respondents must be held to 
have been adverse to the appellant. 

In second appeal the learned Vakil for 
the appellant did not dispute the correct- 
^88 of the rule laid down in Jafar 
Husain v. Mdshuq AH (1), that where a 
suit for possession of immoveable property 
IS resisted by a plea of adverse possession 
for more than twelve years, the question 
of limitation becomes a question of title, 
and it lies upon the plaintiff in the first 
instance to give satisfactory prima facie 
evidence of possession within twelve years 
of the suit; but he contended that as the 
appellant and the respondents are, as their 
predecessors were, co-owners, or as English 
lawyers would say tenants-in-oommon, of 
the property, the posse ssion of the respon- 

^1) 11892] 14 All. 193»a892)A. W.N, 55^ 


dents was in law that of their co-owner, 
the appellant, and, therefore, the suit must 
be held to have been brought within time 
as the respondents have not proved ouster 
or anything equivalent to ouster of the 
appellant. Many eases were cited in 
support of this contention including that of 
Jogendra Nath v. Baladeb Das (2), which 

seems to go the whole length of this 
contention. 

The learned Vakil for the respondents 
referred us to a number of cases, including 
two decided by single Judges of this Court, 
namely, Da6a v. Rohtagi Mai (3) and 
Chiranji Mai v. Nathia (4), which are 
not distinguishable in principle from the 
case now before us and certainly support 
the contention advanced on behalf of the 
respondents. 

We are relieved from the necessity of 
discussing these cases, for it seems to us 
that the question is covered by the decision 
of their Lordships of the Privy Council in 
a Ceylon case to which our attention was 
drawn after the conclusion of the argu¬ 
ments, namely, that of Corea v. Appu- 
hamy (5). The plaintiff in the suit had 
acquired the rights of Balohamy, a 
daughter of a man named Elias, who died 
m 1878 leaving as hia heirs Balohamy, two 
other daughters, and a son named 

Isens, the principal defendant to the 

suit. Iseris was in jail when his 

father died. He came out in December 1878 
and took possession of the whole of the 
property belonging to himself and his 

1 sued for possession in 

1^08 and Iseris pleaded adverse possession 
for more than the prescribed period. The 
plaintiff tried to prove an acknowledgment 
of her title by Iseris but failed. Iseris 
proved only Jong continued possession on 
hie part of the whole property. The Ceylon 
Courts decided in favour of the defendant, 
but their decisions were reversed by the 
Privy Council. It appears to us that the 
ground upon which their Lordships decided 
in favour of the plaintiff has no reference 
to the special terms of the Ceylon Ordi¬ 
nance. It was that the possession of Iseris 


L. J. 73^ ^ = C. W. N. 127 = 6 C 
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was in law the possession of his oo-ownera 
and that DobbiDg short of ouster or some¬ 
thing equivalent to ouster oould put an end 
to that possession. Even the fact that 
Iseris had for years pretended that he was 
sole heir of his father and had sworn that 
the plaintiff was not his sister at all, was 
not considered to justify a presumption of 
ouster. 

The case before the Privy Council was a 
much stronger case than the one now 
before us. Here there is nothing to show 
that the respondents denied the appellant's 
title till shortly before the suit was 
brought, and there is nothing to show that 
the respondents’ predecessors-in-title ever 
laid claim to more than a half share in the 
property. On the contrary they did not 
attempt to transfer to the respondents more 
than a halfshare. In these oiroumetanoes it 
must be presumed that when the respon¬ 
dents took possession of the whole pro¬ 
perty they did so for themselves and their 
co-owner. 

The judgment of their Lordships recog¬ 
nizes that there may bo Ciises of an excep¬ 
tional nature in wiiich ouster may bo pre¬ 
sumed, but wo can discover no grounds 
whatever for treating this case as falling in 
that category. On the contrary, as already 
pointed out, the respondents’ vendors 
seem to have laid claim to no more than 
a half share in the property though they 
may have boon in possoaston of the whole. 

In our opinion the appellant was entitl¬ 
ed to rely upon the presumption that pos¬ 
session was hold by the respondents and 
their prodooessors-in-titlo on his behalf 
and it lay upon the respondents to prove 
that they or their predecessors had sot up 
an adverse title to the appellant’s share 
to the knowUclge of the appellant more 
than twelve years before the suit. This 
they failed to do. 

We allow this ai)pcal, sot aside the 
decree of tho lower Apiiollato Court and 
remand tho case to that Court h r decision 
on the merits. Costs of this ai>j'i al will 
be costs in tho e »iiso. 

Appeal allonu’il ; (^ase re?ti>intlei. 
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Rafique, J. 

Jadunandan and others —Plaintififs- 
Appellants 

V, 

Sheohalak —Defendant-Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 451 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 19bh February 1915, from the deci¬ 
sion of the Diet. J., Cawnpore. 

C»vi7 P.(7. (5 0 / 1908), O. 23, R. l^Suii dis¬ 
missed by agreement of parties xtnthout Court's 
permission to bring fresh suit"—‘Fresh 
barred on same cause of action. 

A euit for profits was dismissod on a joint ap¬ 
plication of the parties on the ground that the 
dispute between the parties had been referred to 
arbitration. The plaintif! did not ask the Court 
for permission to bring a fresh suit in case the 
arbitration (ell through : 

Held, that a second suit for profits for the 
same years was barred by the provisions of Or¬ 
der XXIII, Rule 1 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

[P 33 C 2) 

30 All. 279, foil. (1865) Bourke. A. O. O. 62, ref. 

Gulzari Lai —for Appellant. 

Kailas Nath Katju for Tej Bahadur 
Sapru — for Resiiondenb. 

Judgment.—This appeal atises out of 
a suit for tho recovery of profits. The 
plainGifis-appellants are oo-sharors and the 
defendant-respondent is the lanibadar in 
the village of Arjunpur. Tho plaintiffs 
sued for tho recovery of profits from 1317 
to 1319 Fasli. One of the pleas in de¬ 
fence was that tho claim was barred under 
clause 1,3) of Rule 1, Order XXIII. Tho 
learned Assistant Collector, in whose court 
the suit was filed, disallowed this plea and 
disposed of tho case on the merits. On 
appeal tho learned District Judge held 
that the claim was barred under Order 
XXIII, Rule 1, olauso (3), and accordingly 
rovorsod the dooroo of the first Court. The 
jilaintilTs have oomo up in appeal to this 
Court, and the only point raised in this 
aijpoal IS whetlier their claim is barred 
under tho order montioued above. It ap¬ 
pears that tho plaintiffs had brought a 
similar suit in 1912 against tho same de¬ 
fendant for tho recovery of proffts for the 
tliroo yoars now in suit. Duriug the pen¬ 
dency of tho fonner suit, both parties filed 
a joint application to tho Assistant 
Collector asking for tho dismissal of tho 
suit, on tho ground that the matters in 
dispute hotwoon them, both the claim for 
IM'olits and other matters, had been referred 
to arbitration. The plaintiffs did not take 
the ( vecaution of asking tho Court then to 





l&lS In Be Swifp RefBeenoe Allahftbtid 33 


allow them to bring a fresh suit in respect 
of the profits of 1317 to 1319 Fasli in 
case the arbitration fell through. The 
joint application of both parties was allow¬ 
ed and the suit was dismissed on the 20th 
of September 1912. The arbitrators men¬ 
tioned by the parties for some reason or 
other declined to decide the dispute bet¬ 
ween them. On the 7th of April 1913, 
the suit out of which this appeal has 
arisen was instituted by the plaintiffs for 
recovery of profits for 1317 to 1319 FasH. 
The cause of action alleged in the plaint 
of the present case is the same as that 
given in the plaint of the former case, 
namely, the dates on which the plaintiffs 
become entitled to recover the profits from 
the larnbardar. It is true that the plain¬ 
tiffs allege in their plaint that the arbit¬ 
ration has fallen through; but they do not 
state that the failure of the arbitration 
has given them a fresh cause of action. 
They, however, contended that their real 
cause of action accrued on the failure of 
the arbitrators to decide the disputes 
referred to them. The present suit ip, 
therefore, based on a cause of action diffe¬ 
rent from that alleged in the former suit. 
Moreover, it is said that as the defendant 
had joined in the application with 
the plaintiffs in asking the Court to dismiss 
the claim, Order XXIII, Buie 1, clause 
(3), does not apply. In support of 
this last contention they rely on the 
case of Juggobundo Chatterjee v. Watson 
& Co, (1). That case was decided under 
Section 67 of Act VIII of 1859. One of the 
learned Judges in that case remarked:— 
*The section only applies when the plain¬ 
tiff withdraws his suit without the consent 
of the defendants and then renews it with¬ 
out a cause and that it is intended to pre¬ 
vent his doing so ad libitum. The result of 
applying the section quoted to 
the present case is so startling as 
to show that the section does not 
contemplate such a case as this,’* The 
case relied upon by the plaintiffs-ap* 
pellants no doubt supports their contention. 
But on the other hand there is a case of 
this Court, namely that of Niaz Ahmad 
V. Abdul Hamid (2), which is in favour of 
the contention of the respondent that 
where a case was withdrawn by the plainr 
tiff without obtaining any permission to 

(1) (1865) Bourke, A. O. C. 162, 

(2) (1908) 30 All. 279=6 A. h. I. 278=1908 
A. W. N. 131, 

1915—A. 5 


bring a fresh suit, a subsequent suit on the 
same cause of action in respect of the same 
property is barred. It seems to me that 
the language of 0. XXIII does not make 
any difference as to whether the applica¬ 
tion for withdrawal is made solely by the 
plaintiff or is made jointly by the plaintiff 
and the defendant. In the present case the 
defendant joining with the plaintiffs in 
asking the Court to dismiss the suit with¬ 
out any reservation would not bar the 
operation of the provisions of 0, XXIII, 
Code of Civil Procedure. The contention 
that the present suit is based on a differ¬ 
ent cause of action is not borne out by the 
statement made in the plaint. It is distinct¬ 
ly told in the plaint that the cause of 
action accrued on certain dates, that is, 
dates on which the plaintiffs became en¬ 
titled to claim their share of the profits 
from the defendant. In my judgment the 
decree of the lower Appellate Court is 
correct. The appeal fails and is dismissed 
with coats. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Full Bench. 

Knox, Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

In re Stamp Reference, 

Stamp Reference by the Board of 

Revenue, decided on 26th November 1914. 

Stamp Act {% of 1899), Ss. 56 anti 57—iVo re¬ 
ference with respect to imaginary documents 
lies. 

Under Section 56 of the Stamp Act, the High 
Court can deal only with those instruments 
which are already in existence and which hate 
been made the subject of action by the Collector, 
and not with such instruments as are not in 
existence. [P. 34 , C. 1.] 

A, E. Ryves —for the Crown. 

Order op Reference. 

Under Section 17 of the Bundelkhand 
Alienation of Land Aot (11 of 1903) when 
a Civil Court passes a decree against a 
member of an agricultural tribe on a 
mortgage made before the Aot came into 
force, the decree is sent to the Collector 
who shall offer the decree-holder a mort¬ 
gage in form (a) or {b) in full satisfaction 
of the decree. The question for the ruling 
of the High Court ia whether such a 
mortgage requires to be registered and 
stamped or not. The Board think that 
neither registration nor stamping is re¬ 
quired because (a) if the mortgage is 
executed on behalf of Government it is 
exempt from stamp duty under Section 3 
(1) of the Stamp Act, (6) if this view is 
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inoorreoti the transaotion is not a new one 
between the parties and it would be highly 
inequitable to demand double stamp duty 
on it. The Board think that it is a substi¬ 
tuted transaction effected by the Court’s 
order. It is probable that the Collector 
when acting under Section 17 is a Court 
and that the mortgage is really the order 
of a Court, which does not require regis¬ 
tration or stamping. This seems to be 
probably the reason why a mortgage under 
Section 17 is not mentioned in item 20 of 
Appendix 0 to the Stamp Manual. 

Jud^eot.—In reply to our order 
dated the Sth of July 1914, the Secretary 
to the Board of Revenue sends us a sample 
form of mortgage under Section 6A of the 
Bundelkhand Alienation of Land Act and 
adds that there are no sample forms under 
Section 6B. We understand from this 
reply that the reference made to U8 does 
not refer to a particular deed in existence 
but to some dead which may or may not 
hereafter come into existence. Section 5G 
of the Stamp Act confers upon this Court 
power to deal with instruments which are 
already in existence and which have been 
made the subject of action by the Collectoi 
acting under Sections 31, <10 and 41 of Act 
II of 1899. The Board have sent on the 
reference under Section 57 of the above- 
named Act. Comparing the language of 
Section 56 with that of Section 57, wonre 
of opinion that Section 57 contemplates a 
decision being given under oiroumstanoos 
and upon documents of the same nature 
as those referred to in Section 56 of the 
Act. The present case falls under neither 
of these Sections. We have no juris¬ 
diction to give any opinion upon docu¬ 
ments other than those already mentioned. 
We. therefore, direct that this our judg¬ 
ment be returned to the Board of Eovonue 
for their information. 
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Riciiarijs, C.J. and Banluji, j. 

Hudhu and of A ers—Defendants—Ap¬ 
pellants 

V. 

Dewan and of/*m—Plainfiffd—Respon¬ 
dents. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 72 of 1914 
deoidod on 11th Febrimry 1915, from tho 
deoimon of Sundar Lai, J. reiiortod in 

A.I.R. 1914 All. 521. 

Lifnitat.ou Act ('J „f :9aS), S. S-Comuv/'.v 
ntqhgence ht’ld to be not sufticicut c.iusc (Per 


Richards. C. J.) Counsel is liable to client for 
his neglect. 

The Degloot of the Legal Fractitioner engaged 
is not to be deemed a sufficient reason for ad¬ 
mitting an appeal or application after tho time 
prescribed by law. [P. 35 . c. 1,1 

Where an appeal was filed to the Distriot 
Judge 37 days beyond time and no explanation 
was given of tho delay except that instructions 
bad been given in time to a Barrister together 
with Rs. 40 for the purposes of filing the appeal, 
but he failed to file, and the District Judge ad¬ 
mitted the appeal: 

Held^ that the Judge had not exercised a judi¬ 
cial discretion in allowing the appeal to be filed 
after Ume. [P. 34, 0. 2-1 

Richards, C.J .it is shown that an ' 
Advocate who is a Barrister or other profes¬ 
sional gentleman received and accepted instnio- 
tions to file an appeal or make an application 
and the client lost his right to appeal or 
make the application as the result of the negU- 
gence of the Barrister or Practitioner to file 
the appeal or application within time such 
Barrister or Vakil is liable to his client in a 
Court of Law. [p_ 35 q ^ j 

R. K. Sorahji —for Appellants. 

Tej Bahadur 8apm—-{ox Respondents. 

Richards, C. J. The facts connected 
wiyi this appeal are fully reported [See 

appears that 

a suit was brought before the Additional 

Subordinate Judge claiming damages for 
malicious prosecution. The suit was 
decreed in part on the 2nd of December 
1912. Copies of tho decree and judgment 
were delivered to tho defendant on the 
lObh of December. Tho defendant had 
up to the 3rd of January 1913 to appeal 
to the District Judge. No appeal was 
tiled until thirty-seven days after that date. 
An application was then made to admit 
the appeal though late. The appeal was 
^mibted. The only facts that the learned 
District Judge had before him when ad¬ 
mitting the appeal wore sot forth in an 
atlidavit, in which it was stated that in¬ 
structions had been given to Mr. Weston, 
a Barrister, together with a sum of Rs. 40 
for the purpose of tiling an appeal. No 
afiidavit of Mr. Weston, was filed. No 
explanation was given why Mr. Weston 
did not file tho appeal. Nor was it even 
alleged that the non-filing of the appeal to 

the Distriot Judge was due to Mr, Wes- 

on s negligouoo. Under these oiroum¬ 
stanoos the learned J udge of this Court 
considered that the Distriot Judge had 
not oxorcisod a judicial discretion when 
allowing the appeal to be filed after timeJ 

1 do not think that we would bo justified 
m sotting aside the dooreo of tliis Court. 

ll) A.l.R. iiH4 All. I.C. 3J - ' 
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Even if the non-filing of the appeal 
were due to the neglect of Mr. Weston, 
the Court could hardly lay down a general 
rule that the neglect of the legal 
practitioner engaged is always to be deem¬ 
ed a Bufl5oient reason for admitting an 
appeal, or application, after the time pres¬ 
cribed by law. 

It is suggested that if that appeal is not 
admitted, the client has no remedy because 
no suit lies against a Barrister for neglect. 
I do not at all agree to this suggestion. 
I do not wish to be taken as expressing 
any opinion as to whether or not Mr. 
Weston was negligent. It may have been 
that he got some special instructions from 
his client as to the filing of the appeal. 
But in my opinion it it was shown that 
an Advocate who is a Barrister or other 
professional gentleman received and ao^ 
cepted instructions to tile an appeal or 
make an application and the client lost 
his right to appeal or make the application 
as the result of the negligence of the 
Barrister or practitioner to file the appeal 
or application within time, such Barrister 
or Vakil would be liable to his client in a 
Court of Law. 

I would dismiss the appeal. 

Bdcierji, J. I also am of opinion that 

the appeal should be dismissed. The 

learned Judge in the Court below did not 

subject the reason alleged for the delay of 

thirty-seven days in the filing of the appeal 

to such scrutiny as he was bound to do. 

He must, therefore, be taken nob to have 

exercised a judicial discretion in admitting 

the appeal beyond time. On this ground 

alone I would hold that the learned Judge 

of this Court was justified in reversing 

the decision of the learned District Judge, 

I do not think it necessary to express any 

opinion on the other point touched upon 

by the learned Caief Justice in his judg¬ 
ment. 

By the Court. —Xhe order of the Court 
is that the appeal is disoaissad with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

A.l.R. 1915 Allahabad 35 

Ghamier and Piggott, JJ. 

► f’ Abdul Haq and artOtAe/—Defendants- 
Appellanta 

V. 

Datti Lal and anothef —Plaintiffs^ 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. i56S of 1913, de* 
oidad oa 3rd Djcombor 1914, from the 


decision of Sm. 0. Court J., Allahabad, 
dated 30bh June 1913. 

Transfer of Property (4 0 / 1882), S. 108 
(/)—Rights of occupier of house in abadi 
qass&hzn in village Atarsuiya are transferable^ 

The rights of an occupier of a house iu abadi 
qassaban, in Mohalta Atala, village Atarsuiya, 
in Allahabad are those of a lessee holding under 
a building lease, and as such are transferable. 

[P. 38, C. 1,] 

B, E, O'Conor and Zahur Ahmad —for 
Appellants. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Respondent. 

J .—In this case the plaintiffs 
are the proprietors of a mahal in village 
Atarauiya situated on the outskirts of the 
city of Allahabad, The second defendant, 
being the owner of a house situated in the 
plaintiffs’ mahalf has executed a deed of 
sale transferring the same to the first 
defendant. In the suit as originally 
framed the plaintiffs simply claimed one- 
fourth of the sale price on the basis of their 
alleged customary rights as proprietors of 
the soil. The plaint was subsequently 
amended so as to claim another relief in 
the alternative. This was that the defen¬ 
dants should be ordered to remove the 
materials of the house within a time to be 
fixed by the Court and that the plaintiffs 
should thereupon “be put in proprietary 
possession of the site in question together 
with the A:acAa built walls.” I think it 
worth while to lay stress at the outset on 
two points regarding the frame of the 
plaint. One is that the second relief is 
claimed only iu the alternative, in case 
the first relief be not granted. The other 
is that the second defendant is described 
as “resident of Mohalta Atala, Allaha¬ 
bad city.’* The defendants filed a joint 
written statement. They put their case 
in various alternative forms, and some of 
their pleadings come perilously near deny¬ 
ing the title of the plaintiffs. They did, 
however, expressly admit that the plaintiffs 
are the proprietors of a certain mahal of 
village Atarsuiya and that they are 
entitled to receive a ground-rent in respect 
of the land in suit, calculated at the rate 
of Rs. 10 per bigha. Nevertheless they 
pleaded that the house in suit is situated 
in the city of Allahabad in a particular 
quarter of that city which was assigned, a 
little more than fifty years prior to the 
institution of the suit, by arrangement 
with Government and with the local land' 
holders (inoludiug the prodeoeasors-in-title 
of the plaintiffs) for the rasidenoa of a 
colony of butohara, and baa ever since baea 
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known by the designation of Mohalla Atala 
of Allahabad city, as stated in the plaint> 
They pleaded that the sites of houses in 
this mohalla are nob subject to the same 
oustomary law as the sites of houses 
occupied by cultivating tenants, or members 
of the village community, in agricultural 
villages. More particularly, they pleaded 
that they were not subject to any custom 
affecting the purely agricultural portion of 
village Abarsuiya, under which the pro¬ 
prietors could claim one-fourth of the sale 
consideration on a transfer. Finally, they 
pleaded that the owners of houses in 
Mohalla Atala had an established right 
to transfer the houses themselves, and the 
right of residence therein, to whomsoever 
they pleased, and that the proprietors of 
the soil had no right to question any such 
transfer or to interfere with the owners 
of the houses, so long as their ground-rent 
of Rs. 10 per bigha was duly paid. 

The learned Muusif of Allaliabad before 
whom the suit was first tried, hold that the 
tenure of the land in dispute {i, e., the site 
of the house in question) “was subject to 
the same inoidonts as the village abadi land 
elsewhere, and that the defendants had 
failed to prove anything to the contrary," 
He held further that a certain clause in 
the Wajib-ul-arz of Mama Atarsuiya 
which recognized a right on the part of the 
zemindars to receive ouc-fourth .of the 
price, on sales of houses situated in that 
portion of the abadi not within the limits 
of Allahabad city, referred only to agricul¬ 
tural tonauts, to which class the second 
defendant does not belong. On these 
findings he dismissed the claim for 
one-fourth of the sale price, but 
decreed the alternative claim for poasos- 
eion of the site after removal of the 
materials. The defendants appealed and the 
plaintitTs filed cross-objections with regard 
to the dismissal of their claim for ouo- 
fourth of the sale price. What they 
meant by this I find it a little difficult to 
understand. The plaint makes itporfooUy 
clear that the two reliefs wore claimed in 
the alternative. Kvon if it could hj sue- 
oossfully ooutonded on the ovideneo tint 

the plaintiffs wore entitled both to posses¬ 
sion of the site after rocuo/al of the 
materials and also bo ouo-fourth of the 
sale price, it would bo a ooaiplotj answer 
that no such oso was sot up iu the pUint. 
The lower Appellate Court in tha first 
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instance sent down certain issues for 
specific findings. Two of these iasaea 
relate to a very doubtful plea set up by 
the defendants, a plea not really oonsistent 
with other admissions in their written 
statement, that the land in suit had been 
granted to the predeoossors-iu-title of 
defendant No. 2 by the Government, and 
not by the zemindars of village Atarsuiya. 
In any case this point is now concluded 
against the defendants by an express find¬ 
ing of fact and was not pressed before us* 
The third issue remitted was in the follow¬ 
ing terms :— 

*Tb the land in suit in the abadi of vil¬ 
lage Atarsuiya ? Ofin the abadi which is 
called in the Wajib'ul-arz ^^abadi shahrf' 

On this issue there was a finding in 
favour of the plaintiffs which has been 
finally endorsed by the lower Appellate 
Court, The form of the issue requires to 
be correctly appreciated. It refers to the 
Waj^b-id arz for village Atarsuiya pre¬ 
pared at the Settlement of 1875 A. D. 
This dooumect draws a distinction between 
that portion of the village area which is 
situated within the limits of Allahabad 
city and the portion outside those limite. 
Tenants residing within the city are re¬ 
cognized as having a right of transfer in 
respect of thoir houses “ along with the 
sites," without reference to the zetnindarSm 
Tenants residing outside the limits of the 
oily may soli the materials of their houses 
after paying one-fourth of tho sale price to 
the zemindars. The finding of tho lower 
Appellate Court is that the land in suit is 
situated outside the limits of the city, as 
those limits were understood when the 
Settlement Record of 1875 was drawn 
up, I think it would bo easy to criti¬ 
cise tho reasons given for this finding. 
Iho learned Subordinate Judge has re¬ 
garded it as decisive that the site of the 
house in suit can be shown to have 
boon cultivated land at tho previous Settle¬ 
ment of 1839, and that it was part of the 
area dealt with at the last partition of vil¬ 
lage Atarsuiya, Tee latter oiroumstanoe is 
of no weight, unless and until it b 3 further 
shown that the vilUgo area recognized as 
witliiu the city limits at the Settlomaut of 
18(5 was no*; also foroidly apportioned 
hob voou tho various no.v mihals formed at 
tho last partition. Tae former saems to me 
of vory shghj woigh*:. I cuink, hotvaver, 

that I am b)uad to t-a at tao fiiimg m 
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one of fact and to decline to re-oocsider it 
in second appeal 1 cannot stretch the find¬ 
ing beyond the ground actually covered by 
it. We were asked to accept it as a find¬ 
ing of fact that the land in suit must be 
regarded as situated in a purely agricultural 
village, andf therefore, subject to all tbe 
presumptions of law which have been laid 
down, in various published decisions of this 
Court, as applicable to tbe sites of houses 
so situated. An issue of this sort has always 
been regarded in this Court as a mixed 
question of fact and of law> It is necessary 
to examine the facts actually found by the 
Court below, and then to consider whether 
these justify the conclusions of law upon 
which the decision of that Court is based. 
There is, as both the Courts below have 
recognized, another portion of the Wajib- 
uUarz of 1875 which has an important 
bearing on the question in issue. In the 
eighth paragraph of that record reference 
is made to the butchers* quarter {abadi 
QCiGsaban), in respect of which it is record¬ 
ed that, inasmuch as the butchers were 
permitted to build upon land which had 
been under cultivation at the previous 
Settlement of 1839, they paid rent for the 
sites of their houses at a uniform rate of 
Bs. 10 per highct, which rent could not 
be reduced and was not liable to enhance¬ 
ment, except by order of some competent 
authority or Court. This entry requires to 
be considered in connection with other 
evidence on the record, not perhaps of 
great value in itself, but important as 
explaining the formation of this butchers* 
quarter in village Atarsuiya, The follow¬ 
ing facts seem to have been treated by 
the lower Appellate Court as substantially 
established; they were not questioned in 
argument before us, and, I think, I am 
justified in treating them as established 
without discussing the precise evidence on 
which they rest. Sometime shortly after 
the Mutiny of 1857, the estates of one or 
more oo-sharera in village Atarsuiya were 
confiscated by Government, on account of 
the disloyalty of the proprietors. The 
Government was, therefore, for a time a 
oo-sharer in village Atarsuiya. At about 
the same time a question arose as to the 
advisability of settling the butchers of 
Allahabad in some convenient locality on 
the outskirts of the city. Negotiations 
must have taken place between the local 

landholders, the butchers and the Local 


Government, the latter probably acting 
both in its executive capacity and as one of 
the oo-sharers in the village. The result 
was the arrangement referred to in the 
eighth paragraph of the Wajib-ul-arz of 
1875. A certain area previously under 
cultivation was given up by the proprietary 
body for the formation of the new abadi 
qassahan. The butchers, no doubt, built 
their own bouses. They covenanted to pay 
a ground-rent of Bs. 10 per bigha to the 
proprietors of the soil. This seems to be 
a snbstantial rent ; I notice that the learn¬ 
ed Munaif was of opinion that it is con¬ 
siderably in excess of anything the pro¬ 
prietors could hope to obtain even now by 
letting this land for agricultural purposes. 
There was a covenant securing the i^er- 
manence of this rate of rent, unless it 
should be lowered or enhanced by soma 
competent authority. This last expression 
is, no doubt, somewhat vague ; but it is 
impossible to interpret it as anything but 
a stipulation against arbitrary enhancement 
at the will and pleasure of the proprietors. 
The abadi qassaban thus formed is what 
is now koown as the Atala Mohalla of 
Allahabad City, referred to in the plaint 
as the residence of defendant No. 2. It 
has long since been included within Muni¬ 
cipal limits. 

Taking these as the facts of the case, it 
seems to me idle to enter into a discussion 
of tbe principles involved in a series of 
decided cases of this Court which deal 
with the respective rights of proprietors 
of the soil and occupants of houses 
in purely agricultural villages. I accept, 
as already remarked, the finding 
of the Court below that the Wajib-ul~arz 
of 1875 did not intend to include this 
butchers* quarter within the limits of Alla¬ 
habad city, the abadi shahr ag it then 
stood. Even so, it seems to me decidedly 
questionable whether a Court would be 
justified in applying to an area with such 
a history as the above the principles laid 
down for house-sites in purely agricultural 
villages. The decisions of this Court on 
which the plaintiffs-respondents rely all 
proceed on the assumption that, in the 
ordinary case of occupiers of house-sites in 
agricultural villages, there is no definite 
information forthcoming as to the circums¬ 
tances under which tbe site came to be 
occupied. If the occupiers of houses in 
such villages were to be treated, in the 
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absenoe of positive evidence to the contra* 
ry as mere squatters, it would Lecessarily 
follow that twelve years' occupation 
would give them an adverse title to the 
house-sites as against the proprietors of the 
village. It was felt that this would be 
monstrous, and would lead to all sorts of 
undesirable consequences. The only alter¬ 
native was to regard the occupiers of 
houses in such villages as a peculiar kind 
of licensees, applying to their Cise certain 
presumptions of liw which could be 
based upon general and well-established 
custom. Now the tenure of a licensee is 
in its essence non-transferable, and the 
Eecords-of-Rights in thousands of villages 
in all parts of the Province could be refer¬ 
red to in support of the proposition that 
the right of residence enjoyed by the occu¬ 
piers of houses in ordinary village-sites 
was everywhere regarded as a right, heri¬ 
table no doubt, but not transferable. 

In the present case, wa have fairly 
definite informations as to the oiroam- 
stancQs under which the predecossors-in- 
interest of the socond defendant came to 
occupy this site. The whole transaction 
by which this ^'abadi qassaban' in village 
Atjrsuiya came to be created, amounts on 
the face of it to a lotting of the village 
on building leasee at a uniform ground rent, 
with a stipulation against arbitrary enhanoo- 
ment at the pleasure of proprietors. The 
contract is essentially one of lease \ and 
the rights of a lessee, in the absonco of ex¬ 
press stipulation to the contrary, are in 
themselves transferable: vide the Transfer 

of Property Act (IV of 1882), S. 108 (/). 

The only real question to my mind is 
whether a abipulatiou to the contrary can 
be inferred from the ovideuoo before us. I 
do not think so. Kvon the plaint in this 
case, as originally drafted, shows that the 
Xilaintiffs at lirat desired to bring their suit 
within the scope of the provision in the 
Wajib-ul-arz of 1875, which gives to 
tenants residing outside the city limits a 
right of transfer, subject to payment of 
oue-fourth of the sale xirioo to the pro¬ 
prietors of the soil. It was evidently after 
the i^laint had been tiled that a ditlioulty 
was felt by reason of the fact that this 
passage of the Hooord-of-Rights refers to 
kashtkaran, a word which as it stands 
must be rendered “oultivatiug tenants.'* 
The plaintiffs then amended their claim so 
as to ask for alternative reliefs. Tuoy sud 
in effect:—“The aoujud defendant is 


either a kashtkar in the sense in which 
this expression is used in the third para¬ 
graph of the Wa]ib-ul~arz, or he is not. 

If he is, he can transfer hie house with the 
right of residence thereon, but he must 
pay us one-fourth of the sale price; if he 
is not, be has no rights of transfer at all, 
and we claim forfeiture and possession of 
the soil, after the purchaser has removed 
the materials of the house." It was only 
when they filed their objections in the 
lower Appellate Court that the plaintiffs 
for the first time suggested that the clause 
of the Wajib-ul-arz in question must be 
interpreted as meaning that a kashtkar 
residing outside the limits of the abadi 
shahr c\xi only transfer the materials of 
his house without any right of residence 
in the house thus transferred, and even 
then must pay one-fourth of the sale price 
to the proprietors of the soil. The lower 
Appellate Court has very properly ignored 
this plea. Having come to the oonolusion 
that the second of two alternative reliefs 
must be decreed, the learned Subordinate 
Judge contented himself with remarking 
that the question of the plaintiffs* right to 
the first relief did not arise. I note this 
point because I have felt some difficulty 
about the present position of the plaintiffs 
svith regard to this first relief. They have 
tiled no cross-objections in this Court, and 
are obviously precluded from claiming that 
both reliefs ought to have been decreed. 
Can they ask this Court to consider 
their claim to the first relief asked for, 
in tbo event of the Court's holding 
thorn disentitled to the second ? 1 incline 
to the opinion that it is open to them to 
do so. Tao conclusion I come to on this 
point is that the plaintiffs have an argu¬ 
able case, but one which ought not to be 
accepted on the record as it stands. If 
the suit had gone to trial on the plaint as 
originally framed and upon issues ar.siug 
only in rospoob of the claim for oue-fourth 
of the sale priee, 1 think it jiuo possible 
that the Courts might have come to the 
ojnolusion that the word ka^htkaran in 
this particular passage of the \\\iiib~ul-arz 
was not used in its sbrieb sense of “culti¬ 
vating tenants,” bat was intended to a^iply 
bo ah occux)icrd of houses situated outside 
the limits of the abudi shahr. As the 
case now stands, the question is much coin- 
plioated by the fact that the x)laiubtffs 
have saceeadoi lu tue Courts bolj.v upon 
a prjjisjly opposite uoatjutioo, uaoijly 
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that tbe second defendant and the other 
butchers residing in the abadi gassaban 
are not kashtkars within the meaning of 
the Wojib-ul~arz, If the second defen¬ 
dant, as lessee of the land in suit, has in 
fact a transferable right in respect of the 
house in suit and the right of residence 
therein, it is for the plaintiffs to satisfy the 
Court that this right is subject to a provi¬ 
sion entitling the ground landlords to claim 
one-fourth of the sale price on each trans¬ 
fer. The case in favour of a loose inter¬ 
pretation of the word kashtkaran is 
partly rebutted by the proof on the part of 
the defendants of several instances of 
transfers in which no claim seems to have 
been preferred by the landholders to any 
portion of the sale price. On the record as 
it stands, I am not prepared to dissent from 
the finding of the first Court that this 
particular provision of the W^ajib'uUafz 
refers to * cultivating tenants” only, and 
does not affect the rights of the butchers 
occupying houses in the abadi gissaban. 

The rights of these butchers are, in my 
opinion, those of lessees holding under 
building leases, and in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary they must be held 

entitled to transfer their rights as such 
lessees. 

I would, therefore, set aside the decrees 
of both the Courts below and dismiss this 
suit with costs in all Courts, including in 
this Court fees on the higher scale. 

Chamier, J;— I agree. 

By the Court;— The appeal is allowed, 
Ihe decrees of bobh the Courts below are 
set aside and the plaintiffs’ suit is dismissed 
with ousts throughout including in this 
L-ourt fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal allowed^ 
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Richaeds, C. J. and Baneeji, J. 

Ram Naresh Lal and others-^VUm- 
tiffs-Appellants 


V • 

Sadhu Saran Lal and others —Defer 
dants—Respondents. 

^;ff\Appeal No. 261 of 1913, decide, 
^ 1 ? 1915, from the decision c 

theSub. J., Ghazipur, dated 13th Marc 

Hindu Law—Family settlement—In dishui 
between collaterals and widow and daughter' 
son, latter got ProprUtary possession fto^ 

generation to generation"—Held daughter* 
son got proprietary title„ ^ 


■' In order to settle a dispute as to the pro¬ 
perty of a deceased Hindu a settlement was 
arrived at between the nearest collaterals of tbe 
deceased Hindu on tbe one side and his widow 
and his daughter as guardian of his daughter’s 
mmorson, on the other, whereby the collaterals 
were put into immediate possession of a very 
substantial portion of the property of the 
deceased and the daughter’s son was put in 
absolute proprietary possession of the rest of 
the property in dispute "from generation to 
generation 

Held, that under the circumstances of the 
case the daughter’s son acquired a full proprie¬ 
tary title in tbe property under the settleinent. 

. [P- 40, C. l.j 

Sunder Lal and Tej Bahadur Sapru _ 

for Appellants. 

^ Madan Mohan Malaviya, S» C. Bauer- 

ji and Permeshwar Dayal—iox Respon¬ 
dents. 


Judgment. This appeal arises out of 
a suit for possession. The claim seems an 
uniust one devoid of merit. The pedigree 
of the family will be found at page 11. 
The property which is in dispute belonged 
to one Manogilal. The plaintiffs are very 
distant reversioners being some seven 
degrees removed. Manogilal died in tbe 
year 1858 leaving a widow Mmammat 
Dakho and a daughter Mmammat 
Kunwar. Raji Kunwar bad a son Adit 
Prasad who left a widow Mmammat Pran- 
pat Kunwar who died in the year 1911, 
The present suit was instituted on tbe 
27th of September 1912. Dakho Kunwar 
died in the year 1880. Her grandson, Adit 
Prasad, died also in 1880. It is not quite 
certain whether he died before or after his 
grandmother. Raji Kunwar died accord¬ 
ing to the plaintiffs in 1905. According 
to the defendants she died about U years 
before the institution of the suit. The 
plaintiffs’ claim is that upon the death of 
Manogilal the estate vested in his widow 
Musammaf Dakho for the ordinary estate 
of a Hindu widow, that on her death it 
. ^sted on her daughter, Musammat Raji 
Kunwar, and that accordingly the plain¬ 
tiffs, as reversioners, became entitled upon 
her death, which, as we have mentioned 
above, is alleged by the plaintiffs to have 
taken place in the year 1905. It is some¬ 
what remarkable (even if we assume that 

tbe year 1905) that the 
plaintiffs did not institute their suit until 
September 1912, which was about a year 
after the death of Musammat Pranpat, 
the widow of Adit Prasad. We find that 
prior to the year 1879 there had been 
disputes as to the succession to the 
property between the persons who would 
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have been the apparent; reversioners had 
the property desoended in the ^ay alleged 
by the plaintiffs and bad Musammat 
Dakho been in possession as a Hindu 
widow. The persons who then disputed 
were the sons and grandsons of one Subhao 
Singhi the plaintiffs all claim in this line 
of descent. Thesj persons seen to have 
attempted to make out that Manogilal was 
a member of a joint Hindu family with 
them at the time of his death. They 
apparently had failed in this attempt. A 
settlement, however, to avoid further 
litigation was arrived at between the then 
claimants and ^fu^ammat Dakho and 
M'usamtnai Raji Kunwar acting on behalf 
of themselves and of Adit Prasad, who was 
then a minor. Under the terms of the 
settlement the then oUiniauta, that is to 
say, the forefathers of the present 
plaintiffs, were put into immediate posses¬ 
sion of a very substantial portion of the 
property and Adit Prasad was pub in 
absolute proprietary possession of the pro¬ 
perty in dispute “from gonoration to gene¬ 
ration.' It is bo claim this last mentioned 
property that the prosont suit has been 
instituted by the plaintiff's. We find that 
after this sottlomout mutation of names 
was effected in accordance with the settle¬ 
ment in favour of Adic Prasad and after his 
death in favour of his widow. The Court 
below has held that the widow of Mauogi. 
lal accelerated the estate of Adit Prasad. 
It seems to us that having regard to the 
terras of the sottleraont this result was 
highly probable. It is a fair presumption 
from the manner in which the entry of 
names was made, that the d'avolution of the 
estate was so aooelerated. As a matter of 
fact Adit and after him bis widow conti¬ 
nued in possession; we have already point¬ 
ed out that this suit was not instituted 
until after the death of the widow of Adit, 
We find that litigation ensued in the year 
1884 and the oompromiso. referred to above, 
was the subject of that litigation and came 
before the High Court in an appeal. The 
High Court held on the 27th of November 
1888 that Adit Prasid aenuirod a full pro¬ 
prietary title in rosi)oot of the property 
dealt with by the agroomout. If Adit Pra¬ 
sad did acquire proprietary possession, thou 
the plaintiffs are not tlio rovorsionors to his 
estate. Wo agree with the tindmg of the 
Court holow that Adit Prasad did acquire 
a full proprietary title in the iiroporty, and 
WO entirely agree with the dciision of tho 


Court below and dismiss the appeal with 
costs including in this Court fees on the 
higher scale. Appeal dismissed. 
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Tudball, J. 

Kuer Sen and others —Defendants— 
Appellants 

v. 

Sukhkho —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1527 of 1913, de¬ 
cided on 2lBt November, 1914, from the 

decree of the 8ub-J., Bareilly. 

(ft) Contract Act (9 oj 1872). S. IZ—Agreemeni 
not to divide share without vendor's consent is 
not illegal. 

A coDdition imposed iu a sale-deed that the 
vendees would not partition the share purchased 
without the consent of the vendor; is not opposed 
to public policy, as no right is absolutely given 
up, and the vendor is entitled to oompensatioo 
for the breach of such condition.[P. 41, C. 1 & 2.] 

(b) Damages — Measure^Amouui fixed by 

parties is proper—Contract Act, S. 75. 

Where the parties have themselves fixed the 
value of their right, that amount is a proper 
measure of the damages sustained by a party. 

[P. 41,0.2.] 

Brijnath Vyas —for Appellants, 

Sital Pru'^ad Ohosh —for Respondent. 

Judgment. —The case for the plaintiff- 
respondent in this appeal was as follows. 
She stated that on the 12bh of July 1907 
she sold to Mihi Lal and Tbakur Das cer¬ 
tain immoveable property for the sum of 
Rs. 900, that the vendees agreed in the 
sale-deed that they would not partition the 
share purchased without the oonseut of the 
plaintiff and that they also would not inter¬ 
fere with her retention of the post of 
lambarihv\ that the two vendees represent¬ 
ed to her that tho value of tho oouooBsion 
they had made in regard to j^artition 
and lambardari was at least Rs. 250 
and asked her to forego that sum in their 
favour out of the purohtxse-money. She 
agreed to this and remitted Rs. 250, 
though at the time of tho registration she 
admitted receipt of the full Rs. 900, that 
Thakur Pas and Mihi Lal subsequently 
applied for partition of tho sharoi that she 
objootod and after appetds to tho Collector 
and tho Commissioner the applioation for 
partition was dropped, that after the death 
of Thakur Das, who died childless, Mihi 
Lal bad now applied (or partition and the 
Revenue Court, liaving acquiesced, it was 
being carried out. She, therefore, sued, 
primarily, for an injunction against Mihi Lal 
to restrain him from proceeding with the 
partition and in tlio alternative she claimed 
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fche sum of Rs, 250, stating it to be unpaid 
purchase-money. The Courts below have 
found the facts in favour of the plaintiff 
and they have granted her a decree for 
Es. 250 plt£S interest from the date of the 
sale,recoverable as unpaid purchase-money, 
by sale of the property in question. The 
defendants have come here in second 
appeal. They plead that the sum of 
Rs. 250 was in no way unpaid purchase- 
money, that the plaintiff was not entitled 
to recover the money as such, that that 
portion of the contract relating to the 
right of partition was contrary to public 
policy and as such void and, therefore, not 
enforceable and the plaintiff is not entitled 
to recover anything at all. Stress is laid 
on Sections 23 and 28 of the Contract Act. 
Section 28, in my opinion, hardly applies. 
Section 23 possibly may apply. It is quite 
clear to me that the claim for Es. 250 can 
in no way be a claim for unpaid purchase- 
money. On the plaintiff’s own showing 
the purchase-money was Rs. 900, but 
owing to the persuasion of the vendees she 
actually remitted Rs. 250 out of the con¬ 
sideration for the property, in view of the 
fact that the vendees had agreed to the two 
conditions mentioned. This is equally 
clear from the fact that the plaintiff has 
stated that her cause of action arose not on 
the date of the sale, but on the date on 
which Mihi Lai applied to the Revenue 
Court for partition and the Revenue Court 
passed an order in his favour. There can¬ 
not be the slightest doubt that if Mihi 
Lai had not applied for partition, this suit 
would never have been brought. I note 
here that the prayer for injunction was 
dismissed by the Court below and it is not 
pressed in this Court. On the facts found 
it is clear that if the contract be not void, 
then the plaintiff is merely entitled to 
recover damages for the breach of the con¬ 
tract. 

In regard to the contract itself, so far as 
it relates to the partition, it is pleaded that 
such a contract is contrary to public policy, 
as it is a limitation of the right of owner¬ 
ship which passed under the sale-deed. 
Looking at the matter from all points of 
view, it seems to me that the meaning of 
the parties was only this much that in the 
life*tima of the plaintiff the vendees would 
not apply for partition except with her 
consent. No right was absolutely given up, 
aud I am not prepared to hold that such a 
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contract is against public policy and, 
therefore, void. It is a condition which 
would not be binding on the heirs of the 
vendee but as against Mihi Lai, 1 think the 
condition is binding. The suit was insti¬ 
tuted as against him and the plaintiff, in 
my opinion, was clearly entitled to a decree 
for compensation. 

The question remains as to the proper 
measure of that compensation. On the 
facts found by the Court below, it is clear 
that the parties themselves had fixed the 
value of the right at Rs. 250 and that sum, 
in my opinion, will be a proper measure of 
the damages sustained. The plaintiff, 
therefore, is entitled to a decree for that 
sum, hut she is not entitled to a decree for 
sale nor is she entitled to interest for 
any period prior to the breach of contract. 
I, therefore, allow the appeal to this 
extent that I modify the decree of the 
Court below and give the plaintiff a simple 
money-decree for that sum of Rs. 250 t-las 
interest at 6 per cent, per annum from 
June 25bh, 1912, upto the date of pay¬ 
ment. Id bo far as the Courts below are 
concerned the plaintiff will have her costs 
in both those Courts. In so far as this 
Court is concerned the parties will pay 
their own costs. 

Decree modified. 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Parbhu Dyal —Objector—Appellant 

V. 

Harcharan and others —Decree-hold¬ 
ers—Respondents. 

Ex. First Appeal No. 6 of 1914, deci¬ 
ded on 3rd December 1914, from the 
decision of theSub-J., Muttra, dated 27th 
November 1913. 

Hindu Law — Gift-^Bequest or gift to some 
to exclusion of other members creates separate 
interests when donees not heads of joint family 
—Hindu Law — Will. 

Where the devisees or donees are only some 
of the members of a joint Hindu family, and 
there is a clear intention to exclude the remain- 
Ing members of the family and to confer on the 
devisees or donees interests to be held separate 
from any property which the joint family may 
happen to possess there is no ground for assum¬ 
ing that the devisees or donees were intended to 
hold the property as co-parceners in the sense of 
the Hindu Law, though it may well be otherwise 
when the devisees or donees are all the members 
or heads of a joint family. 10 I. C. 565 Ref. 

[P, 44. C. I, and 2.] 
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Sunder Lai —for Appellant, 

B, E, O'Conor and L, M. Banerjee — 
^ for ReBpondenfcs. 

Chamier, J. —The firm, of which the 
reBpondents to this appeal are the present 
proprietors, brought a suit for Rb. 19,000 
odd in the Bombay High Court against the 
appellant, Parbhu Dyal, and his father, 
Ajudhia Prasad. The suit was dismissed 
against the appellant but was decreed 
against Ajudhia Prasad. In execution of 
their decree the respondents attached a 15- 
hiswas share in Mouzah Badhar in the 
Muttra District, alleging that it was the 
property of Ajudhia Prasad, The appel¬ 
lant objected to the attachment, asserting 
that the v;hoIe of the share was his proper¬ 
ty and that his father had no interest 
whatever in it. 

The Court below has held that Ajudhia 
Prasad has an interest in the property as a 
member of a joint family consisting of 
himself and his sons, and that ti)at intoroat 
is liable to attachment ami sale in execu¬ 
tion of the roBpoudonta’ doctoe. It, there¬ 
fore, allowed the objection in part. Par¬ 
bhu Dyal has appealed and the docreo- 

holders-respondents have filed cross-objec¬ 
tions. Ajudhia Prasad is the adopted son 
of one Narain Das, a well-to-do Banya 
who carried on business in Muttra, Delhi 
Hathras and elsewhere. In 1878 Narain 
Das bought a lO-tetuas share in the vil¬ 
lage now in question. A few years lator 
ho built a temple in the village and 
dedicated half of the share to the upkeep 
of the same. Ho died in January 1884 
and in September 1885 the remaining 10 
of the village wore taken over by 
his representatives iu lieu of a debt 

Rs.13,000 due to the deceased. A few days 
before he died, he made a Will which has 
been the subject of much disctipsion 
before us. After revoking previous Wills 
he says that be has adopted Ajudhia Prasad 

but thinks that ho is unlit to carry on the 
business, therefore, ho niukes the followin 

arrangomout:— 

1 . Fivo mun named are to bo managers 
of the business of the different A-of/us and 
are to act under tlio instructions and 
supervision of Ins widow, .\rusammat Raj 

2. The five men named are to carry on 
the bnsmoBS under the general orde s of 
the widow. In case of loss, actual or anti- 
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oipated, the widow with the cononrrenoe 
of the five men is authorised to close the 
whole or any part of the business. 

3. The widow is authorised to dismiss, 
suspend, or transfer servants. 

4. Each of the managers is to be moved 
on every year to another branch and 
accounts between the branches are to be 
settled every year. The widow may dis¬ 
miss any of the managers for good cause, 
but only with the concurrence of the rest. 

5. Ajudhia Prasad is to have Rs. 25 per 
mensem, but the allowance may be in¬ 
creased by the widow with the concur¬ 
rence of thp managers. On the occasion of 
a birth or death in his family something 
extra may be paid to him. 

6 . Certain allowances are provided for 
his daughters. 

7. Certain sums are to ho paid annually 
to tho managers and the widow is autho¬ 
rised t:;^ inorcaso the nm'tints hi case of 
good sorvico. 

8 . Provision is made for the temple. 

9. Tho stock of the different kofhis is 
said to bo entered in tho hooks. All the 
gold and silver ornaments are to bo en¬ 
joyed by the widow. Afttr her death tho 
ornaments and t\ll the property, roovablo 
and i.'umovahle, are to he disposed of as 
tho widow may direct by Will made \vith 
the concurronoe of tho managors. 

10. All expanses of managument, etc., 
ate to bo arranged for by tho managers 
undoi tho direction and with tho couour- 
ronoo of tho widow. 

H. Suits are to ho brought in the name 
of tho widow or any of tho managers 
nominiitod !■*>• her. 

12. If any manager dies, the widow aud 
tho surviving managers aro to appoint 
another. After tho death of the widow 
the managers are to carry on the business. 
In tho Irtat resort tlie GovorDinent may 
arrange to carry on the business and give 
effect to tho Will, hut only if tho widow 
and all the managers are dead or have 
declined to carry on. 


13. All tho proporty opcoitiod rtt tho 
foot of tho Will, except bouses Nos. 1 aud 
o. and all property not entered in the list 
aro declared to ho (he testator’s own ac 
qutsifions. Ajudhia I’rasad and his wifo 
have no right to it and if they lay auy 
claim it is to he registered- 

In tho description of the fust house iu 
tho list, it 18 said that tho house is auoos- 



I*ARBHD Dyal V. HasCHAEAK (Ohamier, J.) Allahabad 43 


191§ 

bral property but a kotka and a dalan in 
it are said to be self-acquired by Narain 
Das. 

There is nothing to show that there 
was in the hands of Narain Das any ances¬ 
tral property except the two houses. It 
was suggested that these houses should be 
regarded as the nucleus of the property 
amassed by Narain Das and, therefore, that 
the whole should be treated as the joint 
property of Narain Das, his son and grand¬ 
sons, Nothing of the kind seems to have 
been suggested in the Court below, and 
we have no evidence that either of the 
houses brought in any rent. In the cir- 
oumstanoes all the property left by Narain 
Das with the exception of the two houses 
must be regarded as his self-acquired pro¬ 
perty. 

The appellant's case is that the widow, 
Musammat Raj Koer, became under the 
Will of her husband full proprietor of all 
the self-acquired property, that on Decem¬ 
ber llth, 1897, she made a Will whereby 
she passed over Ajudhia Prasad and left 
all the property to his three sons, Parbhu 
Dyal (the appellant), Damodar Das and 
Nityanand, as joint owners, that Damo¬ 
dar Das died in the life-time of Raj Koer 
and the disposition, therefore, took effect 
in favour of Parbhu Dyal and Nityanand, 
and that on the death of the latter in 
March 1900 Parbha Dyal, the appellant, 
became by survivorship sole owner of the 
property and, therefore, no part of it can 
b d attached in execution of a decree 
against his father. 

The respondents' case is that the Will 
at Narain Das does not confer on Mu^am- 
mat Raj Koer more than au estate for life 
of the most and that on her death, the whole 
property devolved upon Ajudhia Prasad. 
They also contend that the alleged Will of 
Raj Koer has not been proved. 

The Court below has accepted the res¬ 
pondents* contentions regarding the two 
Wills, but has held that the property de¬ 
volved upon Ajudhia Prasad and his sons. 
The learned Subordinate Judge seems to 
have been under the impression that at least 
two sons of Ajudhia Prasad are living, but 
it is common ground that Parbhu Dyal 
alone is now living. According to the find¬ 
ings of the Court below the interest of 
Ajudhia Prasad in the village is an undivided 
half of 15 biswaSy the romainiug five 
biswas being the property of the temple. 


At the hearing the respondents' learned 
Vakil said that he would be satisfied with 
a finding that only an undivided half of 15 
biswas was liable to attachment in execu¬ 
tion of the respondents’ decree. 

The Will of Narain Das is a most curious 
document and gives rise to a difficult ques¬ 
tion, whether he really intended to give Raj 
Koer full proprietary rights in his estate. 
Some of the provisions are hardly compati¬ 
ble with the view that he intended to give 
her full proprietary rights. The truth ap¬ 
pears to be that in his desire to arrange for 
the proper conduct of the business which 
had been his idol, he overlooked the neoes- 
sity for carefully defining the interest of the 
widow. On the whole, however, I incline 
to the view that the Will confers upon the 
widow a full proprietary estate and that the 
provisions which appear to make her de¬ 
pendent ui)on the five managers are not in¬ 
tended to cut down her estate. But in the 
view which I take of some other questions 
in the case, the result appears to be practi¬ 
cally the same whether the widow of 
Narain Das took a full proprietary estate or 
only a life-interest. 

The Court below finds that the alleged 
Will of Raj Koer has not been proved. The 
Subordinate Jadge thinks it suspicious that 
the Will was not registered aud that it was 
not mentioned till 1902. He also thinks 
that lb bears internal evidence of having 
been prepared to meet events which did not 
happen till after Raj Koer's death and 
could not have bean foreseen. I think that 
sufficient reason has not been given for 
rejeebing this Will. It was mentioned and 
the date and purport of it were given in 
the written statement filed in the Bombay 
High Court in 1900 on behalf of Parbhu 
Dyal, and we fiud that less than a month 
after Raj Koer’s death a petition was pre¬ 
sented to the Revenue Authorities by 
Ajudhia Prasad’s wife, Ram Koer, on be¬ 
half of her minor sons, Parbhu Dyal and 
Nityanand, in which it was stated that the 
two boys were the heirs of Raj Koer. A 
report to the same effect was made by the 
Patwiri of the village and on April 25th 
1899, mutation of names was effected in 
their favour (see the copy of the order of 
that date and of the^ extract from the 
Khewat for 1306 Fasli, which should be 

^hewat for 

1305 i'as/t.) It 18 true that on that occa¬ 
sion the Will of R xj Koar is nob actually 
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KDectionedr but in the abeenoe of sooh a 
Will there was no reason for desoribing 
the two boys as heirs of Raj Koer. The 
Subordinate Judge does not refer at all to 
the evidence of the Putwcirit Chifear Mai, 
who swears that the Will was executed in 
his presence, nor to the evidence of Sita 
Ram taken on commission in the case in 
Bombay, nor to the evidence of Sita Ram’s 
son, Bam Nath, who swears that the 
Will is in the handwriting of his father 
and is signed by him at the foot. I see no 
reason for rejecting the evidence of those 
wituos^^s. Nor do I think that the Will 
bears internal evidence of having been 
fabricated. It is not a matter for surprise 
that Raj Koer should wish to disinherit 
Ajudhia Prasad, considering that his adop¬ 
tive father had declined to leave any pro¬ 
perty to him and Ajudhia Prasad had 
failed to keep the business going. All 
Wills are not registered and in face of the 
evidence referred to, I am unable to re¬ 
ject the Will merely because it was not 
registered. 

As Damodar Das died in the life-time of 
Raj Koer the Will took effect in favour of 
the two surviving sons of Ajudhia Prasad, 
namely, Parbhu Dyal and Nityanand (the 
latter’s name is badly written in some of 
the documents and was actually read as 
Baldeo Dat by the Court Rsador, but the 
name ai)poar8 to be Nityauand). The ques¬ 
tion is whether on the death of Nityanand 
in March 1000 his interest passed to his 
father Ajudhia Prasad or to his brother 
Parbhu Dyal. It is clear that the devise to 
Parbhu Dy\l and bis brother was not 
intended to take effect in favour of them 
ami their father, who was presumably joint 


which the joint family may happen to 
possess, there is no ground for assuming 
that the devisees or donees were intended 
to hold the property as oo-paroeners in the 
sense of the Hindu Law. It may well be 
otherwise when the devisees or donees are 
all the members or even the heads of a 
joint family. Having regard to the cir¬ 
cumstances in which the Will of Raj Koer 
was made, I am of opinion that the two 
brothers, Parbhu Dyal and Nityanand took 
separate interests. Accordingly when the 
latter died, his share passed to his father, 
Ajudhia Prasad, that share amounted to 7i 
biswas in the village and can, in my 
opinion, be attached and brought to sale 
by the respondents-deoreeholders. 

In practical purposes the same result 
follows if Raj Koer took only a life-interest 
in the 15-6isirjas share. On her death it 
would have passed to Ajudhia Prasad and 
his sons and the interest of Ajudhia 
Prasad would now be an undivided half of 
the Ih’bisivas, 

For the above reasons I am of opinion 
that the appellant’s objection should have 
been allowed as regards a li~biswas share 
in the village and I would modify the 
order of the Court below accordingly. 

Piggott, J,—I concur. 

By the Court.—The decree of the 
Court below is modified. The appellant’s 
objoobiou is allowed as regards 7l‘biswas 
in tho village. Parties will p.iy and receive 
proportionate costs throughout aud costs 
in this Court will include fees on the 
higher scale. 

The cross-objections are also dismissed* 

Decree modified^ 



with thorn ; but was it intended to confer 
upon them a joint interest with rights of 
survivorship iater sc. A similar question 
arose in Kishori Diibavi v. Mundra 
(1) and it was hold that the fact 
that two devisoos or donees of property 
wore living in union as membors of a joint 
Hindu family, was not necessarily a sulR- 
oiant reason for holding that they took a 
jeint estate with rights of survivorship 
inter se. It appears to mo that when the 
deviaaes or donees are only some of the 
members of a joint family and there is a 
clear intention, as in this oasj, to osolude 
(the remaining member of tho family and 
to confer on tho devisees or donees mtec' 
jests to be held separate from any p:'O 0 3 rty 

«(1) ( 1911 ) 10 r.O. 5 35 =i 33 Wl 
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Richauus, C. J. and BaneRji, J. 

Gap il L.ilji —Plaiutift'-Appellant 

v. 

Girdhar Lalji and oGiers —Daf audanta* 
Rospoudouts. 

First Appeal No. 329 of 1913, decided 
on 25th February 1915, from the decision 
of tho Sub-J., Muttra, dated 27th August 
1913. 

Hindu La’v—Rclhjious ojYicc^Gi/t by goswatni 
of nijllizv.ich.irya sect is v.jhi/ am./ not against 
custom, 

A (;on*h’ rm: of t’lo li iHav icU if g j seotOii has 
spociiic iuteroU, otpiblo of b.>ln 5 p\rtitioaod and 
tTMuforrol, il lUj pro.)jriy hjLl b/ hioi, ia* 
cludiug evaa tho templo and idol. Hoqo3 a gift 
mtio by 003 gji (Tii of his latstoA i i the pco* 
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perty held hy him to another goswawi and his 
suoceasors-in-oflSce Is lawful and not contrary to 
the customs and usages of the cult. [P. 49, C. 1.] 

S, N, Sent Sunder Lai and S. G* Baner- 
ji —for Appellant. 

Moti Lai NekrUy Banerji, Jawahir 
Laly L,M* Banerjiy Benode Bihari and R, 
K. Malaviya —for Respondents. 

Judgment* —The suit out of which this 
appeal arises relates to certain disputes 
between Ballavacharya Goshains. A 
case relating to the customs of this sect 
lately came before their Lordships of the 
Privy Council in the case of Mohan Lalji 
V. Qordan Lalji Maharaj (1). The prin¬ 
cipal defendant in the present suit was 
the respondent in that case. Their Lord¬ 
ships in referring to the history of the sect 
made the following observations : 

“ The Ballavacharya cult, in reality an 
off-shoot of Vaishnavism, was founded 
in the sixteenth century of the Christian 
era by one Ballavacharya, who is usually 
designated among his followers and dis¬ 
ciples as Mah'i Pirhhuji. He and his 
descendants, who constitute the Ballava^ 
charya Goshain kuL are held in great ve¬ 
neration by the members of the sect and 
regarded as the incarnation of the famous 
and favourite Hindu deity, Krishna, whom 
in common with other Vaishnava (Vishnu- 
vites) they worship. The cult established 
by Ballavacharya differed in several parti¬ 
culars from the practices in vogue among 
other votaries of Krishna, the principal 
point of difference consisting in the fact 
that he repudiated the practice of oelibicy 
and asceticism practised by the other 
gossains. 

“ The Ballavacharya Goshainsy in 
other wordSf the descendants of Ballav, 
possess several principal temples, each of 
which is presided over by a member of 
his kul or family, who is styled a tikait, 

“ The defendant Gordhan Lalji is in 
possession of one of the most important of 
these temxDles, if not the most important, 
which is situated at Nathdwara in the 
Odeypore State.” 

The sect possesses a number of temples 
in different parts in India ; including a con¬ 
siderable amount of immo/eable property. 
Large offerings are made from time to 
time by the votaries of tbe sect. In the 
present case it would seem that there are 

(1) (msj 35 All. 233-19 I. C. 337 =40 I. A. 

97 (P. C.) 


or were offerings coming even from Zan¬ 
zibar. 

The immediate cause of the present suit 
was a deed of gift, dated the 2Qd of April 
1910. The document is iu the form of an 
indenture and is made between Goswami 
Shri Girdbari Lalji Maharaj (the first 
defendant) of the on© part and “Goswami 
Tikayet Sri 108 Sri Govordhau Lalji Gird- 
harji Maharaj of Sri Nathdwara” of the 
other part. This document, after reciting 
the title of the grantor to “ one-fourth part 
or share in all the hereditaments and premi¬ 
ses in the schedule hereto more particu¬ 
larly described ” and mentioned, granted, 
conveyed and assured in absolute gift to 
the grantee and his successors in office to 
the qaddi of Sri Nathji all that one-fourth 
undivided equal share and interest of the 
grantor in all these pieces or parcels of 
lands et cetera more particularly described 
in Schedule A thereunder written, to hold 
the said lands, hereditaments and premises 
and all and singular the other premises 
thereby granted and assured, or intended 
so to be, with their and every of their 
members and appurtenances into the 
use of the grantee and his successors 
to the gaddi of Sri Nathji to the only 
proper use and benefit of the grantee 
and his successors in office for ever. The 
first item in the schedule is ” one temple 
building of Shri Naunit Priyaji Maharaj 
alias Raja Thakur, with all the images 
including Shri Baja Thakur installed 
therein.” The second item is “one 
temple building of Sbri Dauji Maharaj.” 
The third and fourth items are baithaks, 
Tbe fifth item is “ the zamindari and 
muafi riglits of the whole village of Gokul 
consisting of fc/^omaAafs, that is, old and 
new Gokul and all the abadi rights to 
tanks, grounds, habitation, ghats, the river, 
et CeterUy and all sorts of income from 
Mandi Bazar Tolai Sewai, and all other 
rights whatsoever relating to the Sri Raja 
Tbakur”. There are two items of property 
in all in the schedule the twentieth and 
last item being images in the temple of 
Shri Naunit Priyaji Maharaj. 

The present suit has been instituted for 
the purpose of obtaining a declaration from 
the Court that this deed of gift is ineffec¬ 
tual, null and void. In the plaint the 
plaintiff alleged that he was the sole 
marager and gaddinashin of the temple 
and as such solely entitled to the pro* 
party, ona-foacth of which purported to be 
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grantuil by fcbe deed in quefition. The 
oonfcention in this Court was that the 
plaintiff, the defendant No. 1 and the 
defendant No. 2 constituted a corporate 
body of trustees of the temple and its pro¬ 
perty and that accordingly the defendant 
Girdhar Lalji had no specific interest in 
the temple or the property, and no right 
to make the deed of gilt. 

There can bo no doubt that if we must 
regard the property as “ trust *’ property 
in the strict sense, dedicated for a charit¬ 
able or religious purpose in the hands of 
duly constituted trustees of the charitable 
or religious object, one or more of such 
trustees would have no powor to alienate 
the trust property or delegate their powers 
and duties contrary to the trust. In the 
present case the plaintiff has endeavoured 
to show that such a trust existed and that 
Goswami Sri Girdhar Lalji occupied the 
position of one of three joint trastoos on 
whom, according to custom and Hindu 
Law, the trust had devolved. Ho contends 
that even if numerous transfers and ulicn- 
ations are proved to have taken place in 
the xmst, such alienations and transfers 
were breaches of trust. The defonfiauts 
on the other hand contend that the trans¬ 
fer complained of could legally be made, 
that there was nothing in it eontiary to 
law or to the usages and tho customs of 
the sect. They have adduced a large amount 
of ovidoiico showing how this property and 
other prop'.rty of a similar nature (as they 
allege) have been dealt wiihiu tho past by 
members of the sect iuoludiug the plaintifl 
himself. They say that theeo dealings 
wore not and have never been cousiderod 
by tho sect as contrary to law or to their 
customs and usages, lu considering the 
ovidenoe and Ujc inforc nee to bo drawn 
from such evidence, wo think that wo 
should boar in mind that the cult bold tho 
theory that they are incarnations of the 
deity and tho fact that tho tiansfor com¬ 
plained of was made in favour of a mcu)bor 
of the cult, holding u very exalted position 
therein. 

The first transactions dealing with tho 
property is a deed iXtcutcd in thu y.-ur 
1852 by a lady named J anki Bahuji Ma- 
haraj, widow of Gjswami Sri Govindji 
Maharaj. The opening clause is as follows ; 
“ 1 now having booomo old have made 
Goswami Bitthal Nathji and Faisholamjl, 
who are my sister's son’s sous, the pro¬ 


prietors of my house, that is of the follow¬ 
ing.*’ Then follows a description of the 
property commencing with “ Sri Thakurji 
Shri Naunit Lai Priyaji with temple”. The 
property includes zemindari and muaft^ 
laga in Zanzibar, income from Jodhpore, 
etc., etc. It is evident from this document 
that the lady bad no sons. She had a 
daughter's son for whom she made some 
provision, but the idol, temple, etc., were 
given to Goswamis Bitthal Nathji and 
Parehotam Lalji. The explanation of the 
exclusion of the daughter’s son was pro¬ 
bably the custom of the se?ot. The daugh¬ 
ter’s son would be a bhat and incapable of 
performing puja (See the decision of their 
Lordships in the case already referred to). 
The important part of the deed is that the 
lady treats the property as her own and 
makes tho donees “proprietors”. 

The validity of this document was ohal- 
longod first by Ranohhore Lai (the donor's 
daughter's son) and afterwards by x^^i'sons 
alleging thcm^olvos to be roversionors of 
Goswami Sri Govindji, the husband of the 
donor. The deed was upheld and tho 
prox^urty or at least the tomple from that 
time remained in tho hands of Bitthal 
Nathji and Parsbotamji aid their descend* 
ante up to tho time of tho transfer oom- 
plaiti.d of in tho suit. 

Wo hero give a short pedigree of the 
family :— 

I’ARSHOi'AM LaL UlTTIlAL NaTH 

I .. .)_ 

Raman Lai. | | 

dofondam No. S. Kalyan Kai, Brij Nath Rai, 


Gopal La), Jiwaiil.al. Pal Kishon. | 
plaintill. I 


Girdhar Lai, Madsudau Lai. 

dofondant No, 1. 

Tho uoxt tiansaotion of impiwtauoe took 
place in March 1888. Sri Kalyanji, Sri 
Brij Nathji (the sous of Bitthulji) and 
Rimau Lalji (the son of Parshotam Lai) 
pubitioned oortaiu proi)erty between them. 
The partition was oaniod out by means of 
a submission to arbiti\atiou and an award. 
The iiroperby xnkrtitioued included IG bem- 
xdos. Clause 2 of the award says : “ The 
property, a detail of which has been asoer- 
taiiied up to this time, has been divided. 
The parties will bo otvners by halves of 
any other property waioh may bo found 
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to exist in addition to the said property/’ 
Clanse 3 : “ besides the property divided 
mentioned above, the parties are owners 
by halves of (1) the temple of Thaknr Sri 
Danji Maharaj, (2) the temple of Madan 
Mohanji Maharaj situate in the city of 
Muttra, and (3) the temple of Thakur Sri 
Naunit Lalji Maharaj, known as Raja Tha¬ 
kur, situate in Kasha Gokul. The parties 
will be the owners of and responsible for 
the expenses oonneoted with the money 
dealings carried on at the temples of Tha¬ 
kur Dauji, Madan Mohanji Maharaj and 
Sri Naunit Lalji Maharaj by halves." 
This partition seems to indicate that the 
parties to it (influential members of the 
cult) considered that there was nothing 
wrong or contrary to the usages of the 
sect in partitioning their temples and pro¬ 
perty held in connection with the temples. 
It is contended on behalf of the plaintiff 
that the temple of (1) Thakur Sri Dauji, (2) 
Madan Mohanji and (3) Naunit Lalji (the 
temple now in dispute) were not partition¬ 
ed. This is not quite correct, because 
clause (3) provides that the parties should 
be owners of these three temples by 
halves ; besides there is nothing to show 
that these temples and the prox)erty oon¬ 
neoted therewith differed in any way in 
their nature and origin from the rest of 
the property which was more completely 
partitioned. The probabilities are that 
all the property including the property in 
dispute was acquired in the same way. In 
May 1888 Kalian and Brij Nath mort¬ 
gaged to an outsider some of the property 
allotted to them under the award. By 
deed, dated the 18bh of October 1894, 
Madhsudan (the son of Raman, son of 
Parshotam) after reciting the arbitration 
award and that he had acquired a gaddi 
and properties in Ahmedabad, relinquished 
his |th share in favour of his brother, Sri 

Girdhar Lalji (the interest in the temple 
of Naunit Lalji is included in this relin¬ 
quishment). 

On March 23rd, 1895, Sri Raman Lai 
rnade a gift of four bighas odd to his Pan¬ 
dit, one Damodarji. It is not quite clear 
whether this plot was or was not part of 
the property granted by JankiBahuin 
1852. In January 1899 the plaintiff (Sri 
Gopal Lalji) sued Girdhar Lalji for contri¬ 
bution to the expenses of the temples. 
In^ the plaint he set forth the deed of 
relinquishment, already mentioned, by 
Madhsudan in favour of Girdhar Lalji, 


thereby recognizing the right of Madh¬ 
sudan to make the relinquishment and the 
title of Girdhar Lalji to a specified share. 
Girdhar confessed judgment and the 
plaintiff got his decree. In March 1899 
an outsider sued Girdhar Lalji and obtain¬ 
ed a decree ; his property was attached 
and tho plaintiff purchased it. 

By a sale-deed, dated 2nd July 1902, 
after reciting the arbitration award and 
reciting the deed of relinquishment and 
reciting the purchase at auction-sale of the 
interest of Girdhar Lalji, the plaintiff, 
Gopal Lalji, sold to a person, who was not 
a member of the sect, part of the properlry 
partitioned in 1888. Another somewhat 
similar sale was made by the plaintiff in 
March 1903. There were other similar 
sales. On the 16tb of September 1906 the 
plaintiff executed a sanad. This sanad re¬ 
cited the arbitration award of 1888 and 
the titles of the plaintiff and Girdhar 
Lalji to specified shares in the temples at 
Muttra and Gokul are therein fully recog¬ 
nised. By this sanad the plaintiff agreed 
to the partition of the temple in disput.) 
{inter alia). The plaintiff corresponded 
with the defendant, Tikait Gobardban 
Lalji, with regard to this proposed partition. 
No one suggested that there was anything 
wrong in partitioning the property. The 
letters will be found at pages 91 and 92 
of the respondents* book. This was long 
before the transfer now complained of, and 
it is significant that the plaintiff commu¬ 
nicated to a person holding the position of 
Tikait Gobardhan the proposed partition. 
In 1904 Raman Lalji, Brij Pal Lalji (a son 
of Raman Lalji) and Ghanshiam Lalji (an¬ 
other son of Raman Lalji) made a partition 
between them. This partition was also 
carried out in the shape of an arbitration 
award, dated the 20th of January 1904, a 
copy of which will be found at page 2 
of the supplementary book of evidence of 
the respondents. The award sets forth 
that the party to whom a particular temple 
has been awarded shall be the owner in 
possession of that temple and also of 
every kind of property appurtenant thereto 
as a proprietor, competent to make, all 
sorts of transfers. In this award the 
temrles were partitioned, including even 
the idols, that is to say, some idols were al¬ 
lotted to one party and some to another. 

In 1908 another partition of much the 
same nature, also carried into effect by an 
arbitration award, was made. The award 
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is dated the 27fch of March 1908. The 
parties to the partition were Raman Lalji 

and the plaintiff, Gopal Lalji. 

A suit was brought by Ghanashiam Lal]i 
to set aside this last-mentioned award. 
Gopal Lalji was made a defendant to that 
suit and he filed a written statement on 
the 19th of May 1912, in which he pleaded 
that the temples and property were not a 
publio waqf, that according to the practice 
of the Ballab cult the awards were valid 
and enforceable. He further pleaded that 
the temples of Madan Mohanji and Dauji 
were the decater of a peculiar kind. 

•The plaintiffs own evidence given in the 
present suit seems to indicate that even 
now he recognises and considers that par¬ 
ticular temples and idols are the private 
property of individual gossains* He was 
asked the following question : “ Do the 

temples of Dauji and Madan Mohanji at 
Muttra and the property appertaining 
thereto which are in your and your family s 
possession form endowed property ? An 
objection was taken by the plaintiff s 
Pleader to this question, on the ground 
that it was not relevant. The plaintiff an¬ 
swered the question in the following way : 

“ They do not form endowed property. 
They are my jirivate property/' He was 
asked what ho meant by “private property 
and the answer he gave was; *'A property 
is said to be endowed when it is entirely 
recorded in the name of the Thakurji and 
is not brought to private use, nor is it given 
or sold or transferred in any way. A pro¬ 
perty is said to be private when it is used 
by the owner in any way he likes.’ He 
was asked if any of the five gaddis were 
endowed and he said “ none of them*. 

The plaintiff relies on certain evidence 
which goes to sliow that part of the pro¬ 
perty was revonuo'frco at a very early date 
and further, that some of the property was 
released from attachment in execution of 
decrees on the ground that it was “ trust ’ 
property. We can attach very little impor¬ 
tance to the fact that some of the property 
has been rovonuo free. The sect is no doubt 
a religious sect and it is not surprising that 
part of the property was allowed to remain 
free of revenue, nor can wo attach much 
importance to tlio release of tlio property 
from attachment in the face of the evidence 
to W'hicb wo liuve already referred whicli 
shows that pro]iorty, which wo tlntik was 
exactly of tlio same nature, was attachoil 
and sold in execution of docroos, puobasod 


by the plaintiff himself end subsequently 
sold to strangers. The evidence which the 
plaintiff’s learned Advocate relied upon 
more than any other was a judgment of the 
High Court, dated the 15th of April 1897. 
That was a suit by Raman Lalji against 
Gopal Lalji and his side of the family. The 
claim was that the Court should decree 
that one side should perform worship in the 
temples for a fixed period and that then 
the other side should have a like fixed 
period. The Court dismissed the 
suit. In the judgment of this Court the 
learned Judges made the following observa¬ 
tions: “The parties here are the joint 
managing trustees of the temples whose 
duty i 0 is as such to manage the affairs to the 
bast of their united abilities, a duty which 
they uudertook to perform when they 
accepted the trust. They have no rights of 
property or any personal pecuniary inter¬ 
est in the subject-matter of the trust. Is 
one of such trustees entitled to ask a Court 
to partition the duties of the trust between 
himself and his co-trustees, and, for 
example, to give him the exclusive 
management of and possession of the tnist 
property for say six months in each year, 
putting the other trustees entirely aside 
during his period of raanageraont “ ? 
Before this case oame before the High 
Court there had been a statement made by 
the Pleaders as to the goshains having no 
pecuniary interest in the temples, and this 
no doubt led largely if not entirely to the 
remarks of the learned Judges quoted 
above. If we regard these statements 
merely as admissions as to how the 
property was hold, they do not seem of 
much importance having regard to the 
largo volume of evidence to which wo have 
already referred, proving that the sect 
recognised that the property and temples 
wore capable of being partitioned, though 
perliaps not in the particular way the then 
plaintiff's 80 ugi>t to partition them. The 
statements were apparently made by the 
Picadors for the purpose of the particular 
case hoforo the Court. 

It is said that tlio decision operates as 
resjudicatii. Having regard to the nature 
of the claim in that litigation and the 
claim in tiie present litigation, we certainly 
cannot regard the decision as res judicatih 
The jdaintiff in the present suit and 
Girdhar Lalji, the donor, in the deed of 
gift eompliuncd of wore arrayed as parties 
on the same side. No issue was deoided 
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between them which would decide the 
^^^resent oaae. After considering the evi- 
uo* oe we think there can be no doubt that 
this sect always regarded themselves as 
having specific interests capable of being 
partitioned in the property held by them 
including even the temple and idol. It is 
unnecessary for us in the present case to 
decide how far the whole or any particular 
part of the property could be validly 
alienated to strangers. All that we have 
to decide in the present case is whether or 
not the alienation complained ofi made as 
it was in favour of a very exalted member 
of the cult and his successors in office^ is 
unlawful or contrary to the customs and 
usages of the cult. In our opinion the 
olaintiff has wholly failed to establish this. 
We think that the decree of the Court 
below is correct and ought bo be affirmed. 
We accordingly dismiss the appeal with 
costs including in this Court fees on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 


A I. R. 1915 Allahabad 49 

Richaeds, C. J. and Baneeji, J. 

Kanhi Rani —Defendant—Appellant 

v. 

Durga Prasad and another —Plaintiffs 
—Respondents. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 62 of 1914, 
decided on 22ad January 1915, against the 
decision of Sunder Lil, J.» in S. A. No. 
1377 of 1913, dated 16th July 19l4. 

(a) Agra Tenancy Act (2 0 / 1908), S. 9$^Scope 
of—Suits between rival claimants to tenancy 
are cognizable by Civil Courts. 

Section 95 of the Agra Tenancy Act deals with 
questions arising between landlord and tenant, 
and not between rival claimants to a tenancy. 

[P. 49. C. 2.] 

Therefore, a suit between rival claimants to a 
tenanov is cognizable by a Civil Court. 

[P. 50, C. 1.] 

(b) Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), S. 11—Revenue 
Co/^r^’s finding that plaintiff was sub-tenant is 
not res judicata in civil suit by plaintiff claiming 
holding. 

A decree of a Revenue Court in a previous 
suit, holding that the plaintifi was the sub¬ 
tenant of the defendant in respect of Ibe holding, 
does not operate as res judicata in the plaintifi’s 
suit in the Oivil Court to establish his claim to 
the holding. 17 I.O. 376 and A.I.R. 1914 All. 460 
Ref. [P- 49, C. 2.] 

• L'lhshmi Narayan —tor Appellant. 

• Judgment.—Tuis appeal arises out of 
a suit which was brought under the follow¬ 
ing oiroumsbanoes :— 

1915-A 7 


The defendant in the present suit 
brought a suit in the Revenue Court 
against the plaintiff in the present suit, 
alleging that be was his sub-tenant and 
seeking to eject him. The Revenue Court 
granted him a decree. The defendant in 
the Revenue Court then brought the 
present suit, in which he chimed that he 
was entitled to a certain occupancy 
holding and for possession if he was found 
not to be in poBsession. There are other 
claims which may be disregarded for the 
purpose of our present judgment. Both 
the Courts below dismissed the plaintiff’s 
claim, on the ground that the suit was not 
maint.iinable. It was contended that the 
decision of the Revenue Court operated as 
res judicata and that in any event the 
present suit was one which could not be 
maintained in a Civil Court. 

On second appeal a learned Judge of 
this Court held with some reluctance that 
haviiDg regird to the rulings of this Court, 
the decision of the Court below was wrong 
and he accordingly allowed the appeal and 
remanded the suit for disposal on the 
merits. It seems to us that the decision 
of the learned Judge of this Court was 
correct. 

The plaintiff in the present suit does 
not allege the existence of the relationship 
of landlord and tenant between himself and 
the defendant. His claim is that he is the 
owner of a certain occupancy tenancy and 
that the defendant is a trespasser. True it 
is that if the plaintiff in the present suit is 
successful, the decision in his favour will 
be inconsistent with tbe decision of the 
Revenue Court in favour of the defendant. 
It seems to us, however, quite clear that 
the decision of the Revenue Court cannot 
be relied upon as res jadicatay because the 
Revenue Court was not competent to try 
tbe present suit. If the decision of the 
Revenue Court cannot bo successfully 
pleaded as res judicata., then that decision 
does not render the present suit unmain¬ 
tainable. 

It is next contended that the existing 
relation between the plaintiff and defend¬ 
ant is one of the matters which could be 
decided under Section 95 of tbe Tenancy 
Act. In our opinion this section deals with 
questions arising between landlord and 
tenant and not between rival claimants to] 
a tenancy. We have already decided the 
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very point in the case of Jagar Nath v. 
Ajudhya Singh (1), 

The decision in the case of Dewan 
Singh w. Ran Uiera (%) relied upon by 
the appellant. The learned Judge in that 
case seems to have been of opinion that 
the qoestiou of title to an occupancy hold¬ 
ing arising between rival claimants could 
be dealt with by the Revenue Court under 
Section 95 of the Tenancy Act. The 
attention of the learned Judge does not 
appear to have been dnawn to the decision 
in Jagar Nath v. Ajudhya Singh (1) and 
it is certainly inconsistent with it. We 
dismiss the appeal, but without costs as no 
one appears for the other aide. 

Appeal dismissed. 

(1) [19U] 17 I.C. 376 = 35 All. 14. 

(2) A I.R. 1914 All. 460 = 26 I.C. 718. 
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Tudijam., J. 

Mohammad —ApiJicAnb 

V. 

Ali Raza —Opposite party. 

Criminal Revo. No. 1139 of 1914, de 
oided on 18th December 1914. 

(a) Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S.AOZ-Com 
plaint UH'Jcr Ss. 420 ct 109. /. /*. C. can bj rc 
instituted if dismissal on complainant's wish- 
Penal Code, Ss 409, 420. 

A complaint under Section 420.400, tndiai 
Pena) Code, dismissed ou the comphunanf 
statement tliat bo Inul cotnc to t Tins with t\v 
accused and did not wish to oiler any ev.de.ice 
can bo rc-institutod in llio Court of uno'di-u 
Magistrate who hasjuri di -tion to ontortaiii it. 

fp ^0 4' o 

(b) Criminal P. C. (5 „/ 1S'>8), s. 5 

(knee oral and dorumentary in l-nylish bc/on 

/ol^traZ/crf^ Pmjlish is yood .jronno 

Whoroinacase there is a good deal of ovi 

documontarv) in Kngli.l 

and the Magistrate in whov,- Court I,bo c-is^. i- 

ponding does not know kh.gli.h. it mav he .loc.-s 

jary and perhaps advUahIo to transleV the 

to some Magistrate who knows that langmgo. 

[ P ‘Jf'i O 

C/iand~{or Applioaut. 

IK for Op|)o3ir,o ,„rtv. 

Judgment—M,,... Ali lU,,, tiro op,.o- 
site party to thiH upplient.jn, on tlio 30sli 

^ “ cjnij,l„int gainst 

Syeci Molminnnu], tho app|,.,ant in tlio 

SXfirstcl ■^'’''7 MagietnUo 

o fcho firsfc Class, cli:Lrgtng him with olfon- 
008 under bootiong 420 and 409 of th ^ 

Code Tho con,plninanun tiro chohrouS 

liboab the tranefer of tlio trial m 

Court of that Magistrate to tho Court of 
anothor Magistnito of tho llrst Chiss R,ii 
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Bibadur Radba Raman. The ground for 
the transfer was that a good deal of the 
evidence in the oise was English corres- 
pondence and also the probability that 
English witnesses might be examined. It 
is not clear by whom the order of transfer 
was passed but presumably it was by the 
District Magistrate. On the 9th of Sep¬ 
tember 1913, when the case was called in' 
the Court of Rii Bahadur Radha Raman 
the complainant said that he had come to 
terms with tho accused and did not.wish to 
offer any evidence and s i the Magistrate 
discharged tho latter. A fresh complaint 
has now been made in the Court of Qazi 
Ibrar Ahmad and tho Ma’istrato has taken 
cogni;^iuo 0 of tbo compIaitl^ The present 
application is directed against these pro¬ 
ceedings nnd it is prayed that they maybe 
quashed and the complaint dismissed on 
tho ground that tho Magistrate had no 
jurisdiction to sit in judgment over the 
decision of the District Magistrate, as a 
Magistrate of co-ordinate jurisdiction can¬ 
not re-open the case. There appears to 
have beoM an error in the application. 
Thorn is nothing to show that Rai Bahadur 
Radba Raman was ever the District Magis. 
trate of Moradul'ad, and tbo history of 
se vices shows that from tho commouoe- 
ment of 1913 to the ISth of November 
1913 ho wus a fi 9t Cla;-s Magistrate and 
not a D'«trict M.igistraU\ Uo is no 
longer attae-U'd to tho District. So far as' 
the fucts arc snitod before mo tho oolyi 
M igiLJtr.ibo who had jurisdiction in thO' 
matt r or could now have jurisdiction 
Ihorc'in is t!ie one io whoso Court the 
complaiMt has boon laid afiosh. The Court 
of Rvi B iha lur Raiha Ra: nan merely 
hail jurisdiction in this caso by reason of 
tho order of tiansfor ami that case having 
oo:no to an ond iii his O >urt and ho having 
loft t!io D s:r‘ct there is no other Court 
except tliat of Q.i;;* Ihr.ir Ahmul to take 
cogniztnoo of tho comidaiut. Thoroforo it 
is impossihlo for mo lo pass any order 
(luashing tho j»roooodings and dismissing 
tho complaint; nor would it bo right to 
put u stop to tho proooediugs. If, as the 
Case apjioars to he, there ho a good deal of 
ovidonoo in E iglish hotli oral and doou-' 
luent^rv and as the Magistrate in whosej 
Court tho 0.130 is ponding does not know 
Eogiigh, it liny ho nooossKy and perhaps 
would l>j advisible to transfer tho case to 
tho C lint of si ne Mig’stratj who know 
that language. Bat it is unnooessary for 
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me fco pass any order in rcspcftt thereof, as 
it is open to the parties, both of whom 
express their a^reemoot to a transfer and 
to apply to the District Magistrate for an 
order in that respeot. The present appli¬ 
cation is rejected, 

Application rejected. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 5l (1) 

Kichaeds, C. J. and Tudball, J. 

Indraj —Plaintiff—Appellant 

V. 

Brother Clement —Defendant—Respon¬ 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 53 of 1915, decided 
on Quh February 1915, from tbo decision 
of the Dist. J., Meerut, dated 22nd Sep¬ 
tember 1914. 

PrC’Cmption—Inadtqnale oiler hy co-sharcT is 
tiintavioiiut to refusal to purchase — {semhlc) 
Vendor's duty to act bona tide and give fair 
opportunity to co-sharer. 

Whore in pursuance of the custom of pre-emp¬ 
tion providing that a co-sharer wishing to soil 
must first ofior the property to his co'sharers, 
the vendor offered the property to the plaintiff 
his co-sharer, who offered only Rs. 160 and re¬ 
fused to g»ve more, aud then sold the property to 
the voudoo for Rs. 235. 

Hcldt that under the circumstances the con¬ 
duct of the plaintiff amounted to a refusal to 
purchase the property when it was offered to 
him. [P. 5t, C. 1.] 

Semhlc — In a case where the custom of pre¬ 
emption exists the vecclor must act JUle^ 
aau the pre-emptor must have a fair opportunity 
of purchasing the property. [P. 51, C. 2.] 

S. N. Sen —for Aopellant'. 

Judgment.—This aupeai arises out of a 
suit for prt-3mptioD. Thu alleged custom 
is that the co-sharer wishing to sell must 
first offer the property to his cc-sharers. 
In the present case the Court below has 
found that the vendor, wishing to sell, 
first offered the property to the plaintiff 
and that the plaintiff off ered only Es. 160 
and 'Refused to give more.'' The vendor 
then went to the vendee and sold the 
property for Rs. 235. The Court below 
has found under these circumstanoos that 
the plaintiff refused to purchase the 
property and on that ground dismissed the 
suit. If this finding ie justified it con- 
eludes the appeal. It seems to us that 
the Court below was not only justified but 
was iierfeotly right in holding that the 
conduct of the plaintiff amounted to a 
refusal to purchase the property when it 
was offered to him. 

The vendor was entitled to assume that 


the plaintiff would not give Rs. 235 when 
he had refused to give more than Ra. 160. 

Reliance is placed upon the case of 
Kanhai Lai v. Kalka Prasad (1). In 
that case no doubt the Court held that the 
vendor was bound when he bad concluded 
a definite arrangement with a stranger to 
offer tbo property to the person entitled to 
pre-empt, although he had previously 
refused to purebaae. It does not appear 
very clearly from the report what was the 
custom found to exist. We think it can 
li.irdly be contei'dcd that where the 
custom is that the first offer must be made 
to the cc-sbarors the vendor most, after 
offering the property to the co-sharers, 
find a stranger willing to buy, conclude a 
bargain with hitr, and then return to bis 
OiharcTJ and offer the property to them. 
Surely in a case like the present the 
vendor has comiilied with the custom, if 
he has informed the pre-r-mptor of his 
desire to Foil and ascertained from him 
either that he dors not wioh to buy or tbo 
price boyond which ho is not willing fco 
go. It would almost seem that a custom 
which required the vendor to do moro 
than this would be an unreasonable 
custom. Of course the vendor must give 
clear information of his intention to soli and 
we are very far from saying that if the 
pre-emptor expressed his wiilingnefls to 
purohiso at a specific prico the vendor 
would be justified in selling the property 
for practically tbo s^me prico to a stranger 
without first informing the pre-emptor. 
In other wordf, tbe vendor must act bona^ 
fi le aud the pre-emptor must have a fair^ 
opportunity of purchasing the property.; 
Under the circumstances of tbe present 
case wo think fctie view taken by the Court 
belovv was corroet, and msmiss the appeal. 

Appeal dismissed. 

(1) (1905) 27 All. 070 = 2 A. L. J. 590=1905 A. 
W.N. 1-19. 


A-1. R. 1915 Allahabad 51 (2) 

PlGGOTT, J. 

Baldeo Shukul — Defendant—Appellant 

v. 

Balbhadar Singh — Plaiutiti—Rtspon- 
dent. 

Second Apj/cal No. 1384 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 20fcli J uly 1914, from tbo decision 
offcheSub-J, JaUDpur, dated 23rd Sep¬ 
tember 1913. 
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(a) Malicious prosecution — Defendant need 
not be prosecutor—It is sufficient if prosecution 
was at defendant's instance—Arrest by defen¬ 
dant himself involved great responsibility. 

In order to succeed in a suit for damages for 
malicious prosecution, it is not necess'Jry for the 
plaintiff to prove that the defendant was in fact 
his prosecutor in the proceedings before the 
Criminal Court. [P. 53, C. 1.] 

The plaintiff was proceeding from the Jaun- 
pur Railway Station to his home whon the de¬ 
fendant ran up from behind and arrested him. 
The plaintiff was eventually put upon his trial 
on a charge of theft but was acquitted. On 
plaintiff’s suit for damages for malicious prose¬ 
cution : 

Held, (1) that in taking upon himself to arrest 
the plaintiff, the defendant took upon himself a 
responsibility far greater than lie would have 
done if he had merely made a report or com¬ 
plaint alleging the commission of an offcuco of 
theft before an authority competent to take 
action in the matter; [P. 53. C 1.] 

(2; that the prosecution of the plaintiff before 
the Criminal Court was substantially the work 
of the defendant and that ho was, therefore, 
liable for damages. (P. 53, C. 1.] 

(b) Malicious prosecution —Damages for men¬ 
tal distress and bodily discomfort owing to 
arrest and detention i?i the lock-up are auard- 
able. 

(3) plaintiff is entitled to claim damages for 
hlg mental distress and bodily discomfort result¬ 
ing from bis arrest and detention in the lock¬ 
up. IV. 53. C. 3.J 

Haribans Saluii —'for AppelbiDt. 

Jang Bahadur Lai for Satish Chandra 
Banerji —for Roepondent, 

Judgment.—Baldoo Shukul, who is tho 
defouduiit-appelliint in this oaso, was a 
watchman employed by tho Bengal and 
North-Western Railway Company at thoir 
railway station at Jaunpur. Ho has boon 
sued for damages by tho plaintiff, Balhha- 
dar Singh, upon tho following allega¬ 
tions :—That in tho middle of the night 
between the Ibth and the 16th day of 
January, 1912, Balbhadar Singh, travel¬ 
ling upon his own private affairs, alighted 
at tho railway station abovcmcntioned 
and was proceeding from thonoo to his 
home, lie had gone a short distance from 
the railway station whon tho dofeiulaut, 
Baldoo, ran up to him from heliiud, caugiit 
hold of him and laistd an alarm of thieves. 
Another watchman \m »0 summoned and 
the person of tho plaintiff was secur- 
od. IIo was then taken hoforo tho goods 
clerk at tho lailway station, to whom tho 
defendant, Baldeo, accused him of having 
boon caught in tho act of stealing a sack 
of grain from tho shed whero tho defoiul- 
ftut was employed as a watchman. Through 
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the goods clerk, the plaintiff was made 
over to the Police and eventually put 
upon his trial on a charge of theft. The 
plaintiff contended further that the defen- 
ant, B ildeo, not merely gave false evi¬ 
dence against tho plaintiff before the 
Criminal Court, but also looked' after the 
case and assisted the police in its prose¬ 
cution. Finally, it is alleged that all 
these proceedings on the part of tbo defen¬ 
dant were taken maliciously on account of 
previously existing enmity between the 
parties. In the Courts below the suit was 
treated as one for damages for malicious 
prosecution, pure and simple. The Courts 
laid upon the plaintiff the full burden of 
proof wnich lies upon a plaintiff" in suoh a 
case. They seem to me to have considered 
the case with due regard to the princi¬ 
ples laid down by their Lordships of the 
Privy Council in the case of Oaya Frasad 
V. Bhagot Singh (1). They have found 
against the defendant and in favour of the 
plaintiff on every possible point raised by 
tho pleadings, and have decreed the suit 
as brought. The defendant, coming to 
this Court in second appeal, has tendered 
a memorandum of appeal in which there 
are six paragraphs. One of these was 
withdrawn before the appeal was admitted. 
Another merely asserts a perfectly correct 
proposition of law, viz.^ that tho evidence 
given in the oriminul case which resulted 
in the acquittal of the plaintiff, Balbhadar 
Singh, could not be treated as an evidence 
in tho present suit. As it has not been 
shown to me that this principle of law 
was in any way violated by the Courts 
below 1 may pass over this plea. 

The remaining paragraphs of the memo¬ 
randum of appeal raise in eubstanoo three 
pleas that inasmi:oh as the defend¬ 

ant, Baldeo Shukul, neither made any 
report to the Tolico or complaint to a 
Mugistrato against tho plaintiff', Balbha¬ 
dar Singh, it cannot bo said that ho was 
the prosecutor in this case, or that ho is 
liable for damages for malicious prosoou- 
tion ; (2) tliut tho onus lay on tho plaint¬ 
iff' to prove that there was no reason¬ 
able and probable oauso for the prose¬ 
cution and that tho defendant was actuated 
by malice. Tho suggestion as put forward 
in argument is that there has been no 
clear linding on tho point by tho lower 

tl) a -OSJ 3U All. l.A. 169 (F.C.). 
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Appellate Court, and (3) it is contended 
that the amount of damages awarded is 
excessive and that the dam’iges have been 
assessed on unsound principles of law. In 
dealing with this appeal as a whole I 
certainly feel one difficulty. It seems to 
me probable that the plaintiff himself was 
not fully aware of the strength of his legal 
position on the facts alleged by him, and I 
have no doubt that the Courts below have 
underestimated the strength of the plain¬ 
tiff’s position. It may be that the present 
suit was, in a certain sense and to a certain 
extent, a suit for damages for malicious pro> 
seoution, but it was a great deal more than 
that. In its essence it was a suit for dama¬ 
ges for false imprisonment. When the de¬ 
fendant, Baldeo, took it upon himself to 
arrest the plaintiff he assumed a responsi¬ 
bility in law far greater, and not as the ap¬ 
pellant to this Court would suggest con¬ 
siderably smaller, than he would have 
done if he had merely made a report or 
complaint alleging the commission of an 
offence of theft against the plaintiff before 
an authority competent to take action on 
the same. If the Courts below had dismissed 
the plaintiff’s suit, it might have been a 
matter for serious consideration whether I 
ought not to order its rc-trial, on the ground 
that the essential nature of the suit had 
been misconceived. As the case stands, 
however, the Courts below have simply 
laid upon the plaintiff a heavier burden of 
proof than they would have done if they 
had rightly appreciated hia legal position, 
and nevertheless they have found in the 
plaintiff's favour. With regard, therefore, 
to the first of the pleas put forward by 
the appellant I hold, in the first instance, 
that it was by no moans necessary for the 
plaintiff in order to succeed in a suit for 
damages upon the facts alleged in the 
plaint, to prove that the defendant was in 
fact his prosecutor in the proceedings before 
the Criminal Court. The nature of the suit 
cannot be changed because the Courts be¬ 
low have seen fit to label it a suit for mali¬ 
cious prosecution, although the allegations 
in the plaint show it to be this and some¬ 
thing considerably more. I hold, further, 
that on the facts found by them the Courts 
below were entitled to infer that the prose¬ 
cution of the plaintiff before the Criminal 
Court was subetantially the work of the 
defendant, and that he was liable for the 
same in damages. As to the second question, 


viz., the absence of reasouible and proba¬ 
ble cause and the presence of malice, I am 
clearly of opinion that these points have 
been decided ag-iinst the defendant by the 
Courts below upon evidence which justi¬ 
fies their decisions. The plea to the 
contrary is based upon detached passages 
quoted from the judgment of the lower 
Appellate Court, in which that Court was 
dealing expressly with the pleas as they 
stood in the memorandum of appeal before 
it. In substance the lower Appellate Court 
has found that there was no tbeft commit¬ 
ted at the time when the plaintiff was 
arrested, that the plaintiff was going about 
his lawful business at the time, that he was 
arrested on account of previous enmity and 
that the defendant koew perfectly well 
when he arrested the plaintiff that he had 
no lawful ground for doing so. The plea 
as regards damages is based upont the prin* 
ciple, said to be deducible from certain 
English cases, that damages for mental 
anxiety only cannot be awarded in suits 
for slander. What the plaintiff in the 
present case asked the Court to compensate 
him for over and above his out of pocket 
expsDsas, was not merely the injury to 
reputation, but the distress of mind and the 
bodily discomfort which be suffered through 
having been arrested in tho middle of the 
night, sent to the lock-up and detained in 
custody amongst felons and bad characters 
for a period of almost a month and a half. 
In my opinion he was thoroughly entitled to 
claim compensation on this ground, and 1 
see no reason to bold that the Court below 
has erred in accepting the moderate sumati 
which bo assessed his sufferings. This ap¬ 
peal, therefore, fails and is hereby dismis¬ 
sed with costs including fees on the higher 
scale. 

Appeal dismissed, 

A. I.R. 1915 Allahabad 53 

Knox, J. 

East Indian Railway Co—Defendants*' 
Petitioners 

v. 

Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 113 of 1914, 
decided on 25th November 1914. from the 
decree of the Sm. C. Court Judge, Cawn- 
pore, dated 9th March 1914, 
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Civil P. C. (5 0 / 1908), S. 20 (c)—Goods booked 
at Cawnpore^Snit for recovery of excess freight 
tenable in Cawnpore. 

The plaintiff contracted nith the defendant 
Company for carriage of grain and seed from 
Cawnpore to Jagg^nath Ghat via Howrah. He 
paid for the (cnvcynnce of several consignments 
certain sums of money which, he subsequently 
discovered, wore in excess of what he should 
have raid. He sued for the recovery of the ex¬ 
cess sum at Cawnpore : 

Held, that the cause of action having arisen 
in part at Cawnpore. the Cawnpore Court had 
jurisdiction to entertain the suit. [P. 54, C. 2.] 

Ladli Prasad Zutshi —for Pefifcioners. 

Kailas Nath —for Respondent:. 

Judgment.—Tbe suit out of which 
this application has arisen was brought by 
one Binda. Binda had contracted with 
the Bast Indian Rdlway Company, defen* 
dants in the Court of tirct instance, for 
the carriage of grain and Sted from Cawn- 
poro to Jagganatb Ghat via Howrah. He 
paid for the conveyance of acvcrol consign- 
rnonts certain sums of money based upon 
a special rate, which was provided by tbo 
Company for the carriage of grain and 
seeds and which is known by the technical 
term of maund rate us opposed to another 
rate known as waggon rate. Apparently 
after he had paid the money, he discovertd 
that the charge would have been lower if 
he had contracted v;ith the Railway Com¬ 
pany to carry consignments of grain at the 
rate known as waggon rate. Ho accord¬ 
ingly brought the pireaent suit, asking for 
a refund of the amount which had been 
overcharged so lar as a portion of the line 
of the defendant Railway Company was 
concerned. The cocsignments had to 
travel over the Railway of the defendant 
Company and also over the Eastern 
Bengal Railway. For the carriage of the 
consignments over that portion which be¬ 
longed to the Eastern Bengal Railway ho 
rnade no claim. He sued in the Court of 
Small Causes at Cawnpore. That Court 
granted him a decree in part for 
Rs. 165-9-6, out of tbe claim which bad 
been laid at Rs. 211-1*11. It is now con¬ 
tended before me that the Court of bmall 
Causes at Casvnpore had no jurisdiction to 
entertain this suit, and the Railway Com¬ 
pany base this contention upon a decision 
of this Court in Amolak Ram v. Bombau 
Baroda & Central India Railway Com¬ 
pany (High Court Dcoibious on Indian 
Railway Cases by Tuuvenkata Chariar, 
page 4Wj. In unawor tho leurned Vakil 
Who appears for Binda lefere me to tho 


change which has taken place in Section 
20 of the Code of Civil Procedure. There 
is no doubt that that Section is corsider- 
ably changed from what -it was in the 
former Code of Civil Procedure. The por¬ 
tion which concerns tbe present case is 
clause (c) of Section 20 of the present 
Code. In the old Code clause (a), Section 
17, ran thus : “Tho cause of action arises.” 
In the present Code tho words now used 
are: “Tho cause of action, wholly or in 
part, arises.” Tbe case of Amoluk Ram 
V. Bombay, Baroda & Central India 
way Company was a case decided under 
the Code which was in force in tbe year 
1888. Looking to tho arguoaent and rea¬ 
soning given in thit judgment, 1 am of 
opinion that that case would t avo been 
differently decided if it had been a case 
brought under the new Code. I lind that 
the Court at Cawnrore bad jurisdiction to 
entertain tbo suit inasmuch as tie cause of 
action, at any rate in part, had arisen in 
Cawnpore. This being so, tho plea of 
want of jurisdiction fads. 

With reference to tho second contention 
that the plaintiff is not entitled to alter 
tbo contract which ho originally made 
with the defendant company, as this is a 
Small Cause Court caso, I am not prepa i- 
ed to interfere. Tbo application is dismisB* 
ed with costs. 

Application dismissed. 
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Chamihk AJ^l) PIggott, JJ. 
j\iahabir Sahu —Opposite Party- 
pellant 


Ap. 


V. 


Bhirgu Rai ainl of/iers —Applicants— 
Rospoudouts. 

First Appeal No. 91 of 1914 and Civi 
Kovn.No. 140 of 1914, decided on 26tl 
Jauimiy 1915, from an order of the Dist 
J., A/auigurh, dated TdIi March 1914, 

(H) Civil P. C.{5of 1’>0S),(). 21, A\72(3)- 

^0 second appeal ai order setting aside sal 
lies. 

iVo appeal lies from au order of the Appellat 
Court setting aside a sale iu oxocutiou. 

(b) Civil P. C. (5 o/ 1908), ll5—UVoiifit dc 
cision on Point of limitation cannot be iuter 

fered. 

■VVhoro an appeal U competent to a Distric 
Judge from an « rdcr passed by a Court of firs 
instanoe, Lbo High Court cannot interfere i 
icviMon with the nppollnte order of the Judg 
lucrely because ho decided a questiou of liinlU 
tion wrongly. ^ [P. 55. C. 2 
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liarihana Sahai —for Appellant. 

Lakshmi Narayan —for Respondentp. 

Facts. —-A judgment-debtor whose pro¬ 
perty had been sold away at auobion, ap¬ 
plied for setting aside the sale more than 
30 days after it had taken place. 

The Mansif rejected the application on 
the ground that .it bad been made more 
than 30 days after t^e sile. On appeal, 
the District Judge set aside the sale on the 
ground that the decree-holder had purchn- 
aed the property in the name of his son 
without the Court’s permission. He fur¬ 
ther held that as the application was 
under Section 47, Civil procedure Code, 
30 days’ limitation did not apply. The 
auotioa-purobaser appealed to the High 
Court against this order and also filed a 
revision petition. 

Appeal from Order No. 91 of 1914. 

Judgment.—This is an appeal by a 
purchaser of property at an execution sale. 
According to the finding of the lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court the decree-holder, Ram Jas 
Shau, purchased the property in the name 
of hia son, the present appellant. The 
judgment-debtors applied to have the sale 
set aside on various grounds, amongst 
others on the ground that the decree- 
holder had purchased the property in the 
name of his son without obtaining the 
permission of the Court. The Munsif re¬ 
jected the application. On a]>peal the 
District Judge held that the purchase was 
really made by the decree holder himself 
and finding that the property fetched a 
very low price, he set aside the sale. As 
the order was clearly ore | aased under 
Order XXl, Rule 72, Clause (3), an appeal 
lay to the District Judge under Order 
XLIII, Rule 1 (j), but a further appeal to 
this Court is clearly barred by Section 104, 
Sub-Section of the Cede. This appeal, 
therefore, fails and is dismissed with 
costs. 

Civil Revision No. 140 op 1914. 

This application for revision was present¬ 
ed along with first appeal from Order 
No. 91 of 1914, which we have disposed of 
to-day. We have held that the present 
applicant had no right of appeal to this 
Court against the order of the District 
Judge. The applicant anticipating this 
decision filed this application for revision 
of the same order. In support of this ap¬ 
plication it is contended that the District 
Judge had no jurisdiction to set aside the 
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sale because before the application of the 
judgment-debtors to have the sale set 
aside was made the sale had been confirm¬ 
ed and because the application having been 
made more than thirty days after the dite 
of the sale, was barred bv limitation under 
Article 166 of the first Schedule to the 
Limitation Act. The learned Dis'riot 
Judge does not in so many words say so, 
but it seems to us probable that he t'cated 
the ease os being covered by Section 18 of 
the Limitation Act, as the judgment-deb¬ 
tors in this anplioation to have the sale set 
aside said that the deeree-holder had pur¬ 
chased the property without the knowledge 
of the judgment-debtorp. Whether this 
was the view of the learned Judge or not 
matters little. He may have been wrong 
in holding that the judgment-debtors ap¬ 
plication was within time ; bub we cannot 
interfere in revision with his order m-Tely 
because he decided the question of limita¬ 
tion wrongly. It is quite clear that he had 
jurisdiction to euberbain the appeal and 
dispose of the matter before him. This 
application fails and is dismissed with 
costs. 

App3al and appUc-ition hoik di^mi<ised. 
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Ricbards. C. J. and Baneuji, J. 

Suroj Mai —Plaintill—Appellant 

V. 

Hira Kunivar — Defendant — Respon¬ 

dent. 

S ^coud Appeal No. 32 of 1914, decided 
on 2l3b November 1914, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Aligarh. 

Agra^ Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. \90 — lievcnue 
Court's order to establish claim on lease in 
Civil Court uithin 3 months—Suit after 3 
months-^Suit held tenable as the order did cast 
cloud on title. 

In a suit for ejectmont in the Revenue Court 
the defendant pleaded that ho was holding the 
laud under a loiso the term of which had not 
yet expired. The Revenue Court directed the 
defendant to institute a suit in the Civil Court 
within three months to establish his rights 
under the lease. The suit was instituted after 
the expiration of three months. 

Held, that as a cloud was cast on the plain¬ 
tiff’s title under his lease he was entitled to 
iu;^titute the present suit notwithstanding that 
the period prescribed in the order of the Revenue 
Court had expired. [P. 56. C. 1 & 2,] 

Gulzari Lai —for Appallant. 

S, C, Banerjee —for Respondent. 


S0BAJ MaIj V, Hira Kunwar 







56 Allahabad Ras Behabi Lal v* Akhai Kunwab 


Judgment.—This appeal arises ont of 
a suit in whioh the plaintiff sought a dec¬ 
laration that he was entitled to remain in 
possession of certain property under an 
alleged zar-i peshgi lease, dated the 9bh 
September 1904. It appears that the 
document in question is executed by one 
Lala Behari Lai, the father of the plain¬ 
tiff, in favour of his son. Mussanimat 
Hira Kunwar, the defendant, was one of 
the oo-sharers. Partition proceedings 
were brought in the Revenue Court and 
the portion of property alleged to have 
been leased fell to the lot of Miissamnxat 
Hira Kunwar. Thereupon she instituted 
a suit in the Rjvenue Court for possession 
of the plots that had so fallen to her lot 
and for ejeobment of the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff set up the document of the 9bh of 
September 1904. The Revenue Court, 
thinking that it was a case to which Sec¬ 
tion 199 of the Agra Tenancy Act applied, 
directed Suraj Mil to institute a suit in 
the Civil Court within three months to 
establish his rights under the lease. Suraj 
Mai did not institute a suit within the 
three months prescribed. Bjtb Courts 
have dismissed the suit on the ground of 
limitation, holding that the suit ought to 
have been iusbibubed within the three 
months meutionod in the order of the 
Revenue Court. Elenco the present 
appeal. 

It seems to us open to some doubt 
whether ^fu^^^animat Hira Kunwar wis 
entitled to institute her suit in the Roveiuio 
Court for ojoctmenf. Her cas'i apiioars to 
bo that the leuso of tlie 9b)i of Soptembor 
1904 was a fraudulent lease made by the 
lamhardar in favour of his own son. If 
this 1)0 her case and if it bo found to bo 
correct, then Suraj Mai would bo a tres¬ 
passer. It seeu's to us also tint the deci¬ 
sion of the Couits below was not correct. 
It is quite clear that no quoalion of “prop¬ 
rietary’ title was raised in the Rovenuo 
Court. The plaintiff' in that Court sued 
for possosaion of certain plots and Suraj 
Mai sot up the plea that she was not en¬ 
titled to possession, because a lease bad 
been made in his fa\'our by the hiiithd*d’W, 
If the suit was properly instituted in the 
Revenue Court, then the Revenue Court 
might have decided tlio question of the 
validity ortliu invalidity of the lease itself. 
But it seoius to us that a cloud having 
boon oast on Suraj Mai’s title under his 


lease, he was entitled to institute the 
present suit notwithstanding that the 
period prescribed in the order of the Rev¬ 
enue Court had expired. We particularly 
wish to state that we are not expressing 
any opinion on the question of the validity 
or invalidity of the lease. This is a naatter 
whioh must be tried. We accordingly 
allow the appeal, set aside the deorees of 
both the Courts below and remand the 
case to the Court of first instance, through 
the lower Appellate Court, with directions 
to re-admib the case under its original 
number in the file and proceed to hear and 
determine the same according to law. We 
direct that the Court below taice up the 
case as soon as possible. Costs here and 
heretofore will be costs iu the cause. 

Appeal allowed : Case remanded. 
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CUAMIEK AND PlDGOTT, JJ. 

Ras Behari Lal — Plaintiff—Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

Akhai Kunioar and others —Defendants 
—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1250 of 1913, de¬ 
cided on 20th November 1914, from the 
decision of tiio Diet. J., Ohazipur, dated 
20tb August 1913, 

Act C) of \SS2), S.s\ 50 UfiJ 60— 
Licensor's trinis/crcc ciutnot revoke license 
xvheti exf^ensive lint! f*cr>n,incnt u'orks cxecuteiL 

Tl’o triiusfcroo of a lio Misor cannot rovoko the 
licoiific wlioro tin' Uo.L'n''ec acting upon fho license 
has exocuted a work of a ponnanout character 
and incurred oKuen^os in tho execution. 

ir. 57. C. 2 1 

Tt'j Bahadur Sapru and PurttshoUam 
Da'i —for Ai p-'llant. 

B. E. (VConor —for Respondents. 

Judgment.—Tlio facts of this case are 
that in the year 1888 one Jhingur Singh 
made over to the first defendant, in consi¬ 
deration of medical sorvioea rendered by 
him, some plots of land in a village. The 
defendant entorod into possession, planted 
a girdon and built bouses on the land lay¬ 
ing ont a oonsidorablo sum of money 
tboroon. In 1906 Jhingur Singh sold 
his rights in tho village to the plaiutiff- 
appollant, who at once sot to work to com¬ 
pel tlio first dofoudaat to piy rout for the 
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^nd. All bis attemptB in the Revenue 
Court failed and he then brought this suit 
praying for proprietary possession of the 
land and for mesne profits for the three 
years immediately preceding the suit. 
The defenoe was that fche plots in question 
were given by the zemindar to the defen¬ 
dant in recognition of his medical services, 
that the defendant bad spent a large sum 
of money on the land and that the plaint¬ 
iff had no right to dispossess him. The 
Courts below have agreed in dismissing 
the plaintiff s claim> In second appeal it 
IB contended on behalf of the plaintiff 
that in the absence of a registered docu¬ 
ment, the defendant is no more than a 
licensee and that the plaintiff being a 
transferee of tbe property is entitled to 
revoke the license. Reliance is placed on 
Section 59 of the Easements Act, which 
runs as follows :— 


When the grantor of a license trans 

fers the property affected thereby the trans 

feree is not as such bound by the license/ 

The defendant, on the other hand, 

relies on Section 60 of the Act which so 

far as it applies to the present case, is as 
tollows :— 


“ A license may be revoked by the 
Unless the licensee, acting upon 
the license, has executed a work of a per¬ 
manent character and incurred expenses in 
the execution.” The plaintiff admits that 
on the facts found the case is clearly cov¬ 
ered by Section 60 of the Act, but he 
maintains that Section 59 lays down an 
independent rule, which entitles a trans- 

1 revoke a license even 

It the licensee acting upon the license has 

executed a work of a permanent character 
and incurred expenses in the execution, 
that is to say, even if the license could 
not have been revoked by the original 
grantor. It seems to us that the words 
as such''in section 59 are extremely 
significant and would not have appeared 
in the section if the intention had been to 
lay down an independent rule that a trans¬ 
feree of property might revoke a license 
which could not have been revoked by the 
transferor. The section was probably 
inserted in order to meet the possibility 
of a plea by the licensee of property that 
no one but the grantor of a license is 
entitled to revoke it, and that if the gran¬ 
tor does not choose to revoke it his trans¬ 
feree cannot do so. In our opinion Section 
09 means that when the grantor of a 

1W5-A..8 


license transfers the property, the trans¬ 
feree is no more bound by the license than 
the transferor was and, we think, it is 
impossible to construe this section as 
meaning that tbe transferee has a better 
right than the transferor. For these rea- 
are of opinion that Section 59 of 
the Eaeementfl Act does not entitle the 
plaintiff to revoke the license granted to 
defendant even if he is only a licensee. 
We need only add that the plaintiff’s 
claim against the defendant as a trespasser 
is clearly not maintainable. The suit was 
rightly dismissed and we dismiss this ap¬ 
peal with costs including fees on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Tudball and Rafique, JJ. 

Rang Lai Kuar ond oiAers—Judgment- 
debtors—Appellants 

. 

Ki^ori Lai and others —Decree-hold¬ 
ers Respondents. 

Ex. Second Appeal No. 1002 of 1914 
decided on 17fch February 1915, from the 
decision of the Diet. J., Ghazipur. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 -of 1901), S. 21 (2)-S. 21 
If Possesifon under decree 

c^Tred.^^'^'' before the Act can be re- 

Where a decree for possession of an oocupancv 
holding was passed in I9l2 in favour of the 
mortgagee on foot of a usufructuary mortgage 
executed prior to the passing of the Agra Ten- 
ancy Act, 1901, the Court was bound to execute 

mortgagee decree-holder was 

and 19 1 r J?? 3 'T- 40 

ana ia i, u, b31 Ref. q jj 

M. L. Agarwala—ior AppeUsknt * 

Damoadar Das for Respondents. 

Judgment.—This is a saoond appeal by 
the judgment-debtors. An oooapanoy hold¬ 
ing was usufruotuarily mortgaged on 
January 25tb, 1900, to one Dwarka Prasad 
whose interest has now devolved upon the 
present decree-holders, Kishori Lai, etc. 
Possession was not given to the mortgagee 
who brought a suit in which ho sought in 
the alternative either to recover his money 
or get possession of the property On 
June 6tb, 1912, a decree for possession 
was awarded to the mortgagee as such. An 
objection was taken in the course of the 
suit by the defendants that the transfer 
was Illegal and that the plaintiffs were 
not entitled to possession. The Court de¬ 
cided in favour of tbe mortgagee, boldine 
that mortgage was valid and that the 

plaintiffs as such were entitled to posses- 
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sion and accordingly it gave a decree for 
poflfleBBion. Having obtained the decree 
execution was sought and again the judg* 
ment debtors came forward and pleaded 
that possesBion could not be given to the 
deoree-bolders in execution of the decree 
by reason of Section 20 of the Tenancy 
Aot. The Subordinate Judge allowed 
this plea and dismissed the application. 
The lower Appellate Court has set aside 
the decision of the first Court and has 
ordered possession to be delivered to the 
deoreu-holdors in execution of the decree. 
The Judgment debtors come here in 
second appeal and it is urged that whatever 
may have been decreed, still clause 2 of 
Section 21 says clearly that the interest of 
an occupancy tenant is not transferable in 
execution of a decree of the Civil Court 
and, therefore, the Civil Court’s decree 
cannot be executed. In view of the deci¬ 
sion of this Court in the case of Babii Lal 
V. Rayn Kali (1) and in Harbaiiyi Rai v. 
Sriniwas Rao Kaliyi (2), the plea has ab¬ 
solutely no force at all. It has been deci¬ 
ded as between the parties finally in the 
course of this suit that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to poasession. The decree has 
been obtained. Under the rulings of this 
Court the mortgage, which was made be¬ 
fore the present Tenancy Aot came into 
force, was a good one and the mortgagee 
was, therefore, entitled to enforce his dec¬ 
ree. Over and above this the executing 
Court cannot go behind the decree. That 
decree states that the pUietiff shall bo put 
into possession and the Court is bound to 
execute it* There is no force in the ap¬ 
peal. We dismiss it with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

(1) (190«) 3 A. h. J. 40=:(1905) ArwTNy^Sr 

(2) (1911) 12 I. C. 031. 
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Richards, C. J. and Banekji, J. 

Daya Shankar — Defendant — Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

Hub Lal and anof/ie/*—Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 82 of 1914, decided 
on 26th November 1914, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Aligarh. 

, Law — Manager —Transaction bu is 
ktnatng tn absence of fraud or collusion. 

Under ordinary ciroumstancoa and in the 
•bienoe of fraud or collusion, the managiu. 
member of a joint llmdu family is ontitlod 


transact the business of the joint family and 
represent the members of it. [P. 58/C. 3.] 

(b) Registration Act (16 of J908), S. 17— 
Family settlement about immovable property 
does not require registration, 

A family settlement come to in a mutation 
proceeding and creating rights in immovable 
property does not require registration. 21 I. 0. 
29 Poll. [P. 58. C. 2. & P. 69, C. 1.] 

Oulzari Lal —for Appellant. 
Girdharilal Agarwala —for Respon¬ 

dents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiffs sought a dec¬ 
laration that they were the owners and 
possessors of certain property and posses¬ 
sion. 


It appears that the parties who are dis* 
puting about the estate of one Bhajan Lal 
were all members of the same family. In 
mutation proceedings a family settlement 
was come to, in consequence of which the 
plaintiffs were recorded as owners in 
respect of the property now in suit. It is 
alleged by the plaintiffs that this arrange¬ 
ment was come to as the result of fraud. 
The Court of first instance found that 
there was no fraud when the family settle¬ 
ment was entered into, and accordingly 
the plaintiffs wore not entitled to a decree. 
The lower Appellate Court agreed in all 
the findings of fact of the Court of first 
instance, but finding that one of the plain- 
tifis was a minor, it decreed the claim to 
the extent of the interest to which he 
would have been entitled had there been no 
family arrangemeut. The defendant comes 
here in second appeal oontendiug that 
inasmuch as the father of the minor Raj 
Narain consented to the arrangement it is 
binding upon his son,who is a member of the 
joint Hindu family. Incur opinion under 
ordinary oiroumstaDoes and in the absenee 
of fraud or collusion, the managing mem¬ 
ber of a joint Hindu family is entitled to 
transact the busiuoss of the joint Hindu 
family and represent the members of it. 

In the present case no fraud or mis¬ 
conduct of any kind on the part of the 
father is proved, and it is not shown that 


the arrangement taken as a whole was not 
for the benefit of the family. On this pointi 
therefore, we think that the lower 
Appellate Court was wrong. 

The respondent, however, seeks to up¬ 
hold the decree of the Court below, on the 
ground that rights in immoveable propertyl 
were created by the compromise entered' 
into between the parties, and that thisj 
could only be done by a document duly^ 
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Ohhabila Ram v. Dcrga Prasad 
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registered. We think that under the 
oiroumstanoes of the present ease it was 
not necessary that there could have been 
any registered writing. The case is very 
similar to the case of Kokla v. Peary Lai 
(I). This case was followed in the case of 
Jagrani Misrani v. Bisheshar Dube (2), 
to which one of us was a party. 

We accordingly allow the appeal, sat 
aside the decree of the lower Appellate 
Court, and restore the decree of the Court 
of first instance with costs. 

___ Appeal allowed 

(1) (1913) 21 I. c. 29 = 35 Ail. 502. 

(2) A. I. R. 1914 All. 464=26 I. C. 791. 
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Tudball and Rafiqde, JJ. 
Ohhabila Ram and ano^Aer— Plaintiflfs 
’Appellants 

V. 

Durga Prasad and others — Defen- 
dants—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 290 of 1913, decided 

on 10th March 1915, from the decision of 

the Dist. J., Mainpuri, dated ISth Feb- 
ruary 1913. 

of the two 

^^taining sanction 
<^n join the suit—Conrt must give opportunity 

and to show interest in 

io ^he Civil Procedure Code. 1908 

mandatory but is permissive and direc- 

rnT Section 92. Civil Procedure 

persous is brought by 

tinn interested in the trust in ques- 

sm^tha continuance of the 

suit that there should be at least two plaiutifis. 

member of the public interested in the trust to 

IZ? P‘““ and tbus to pro- 

vent the suit abating. He should also obtain 
the necessary sanction. rp 59 r 01 

the rrifp ^ C. with the permission of 
nafnr Remembrancer, brought a suit of the 
nature cont^empUted in Section 92 of the Civil 
Procedure Code against D, During the pendency 
of the suit B died AT applied to be br^Mou 

t^aVnn^H; dismissed the suit as/f 

nob the legal representative of B. 

Held, that the court ought to have given I< an 

opportunity first of obtaining sanction from the 

that he was a person intoresced in the trust and 

ouXf nf°i! qualifications the Court 

public to have maio 
li a co-plamtifl in the suit.fp, . 59 .C .2 & P. 60.C.11 

o. A. Sen~tor AppelUnba. 

Lakshmi Narain—ht Raspmdeati?. 
Juagtnent.—Tais ajpaU ansiu out o( 
a suiti brought by two per.'oaa uadar tha 
oonditioag taaatioQad in Sjotioa dZ of tha 


Code of Civil Procedure. These two per¬ 
sons were, Chbabilai Ram and Bhagwan 
Dap, They obtained the sanction of the 
Legal Remembrancer and instituted the 
suit. The trustee against whom they sued 
was Baboo Durga Prasad, the present res'- 
pondent in this appeal. While the suit 
was pending Bhagwan Das died. One 
Mohunt Kanhaya Lai applied to the Court 
to have his name brought on the record as 
00 -pIaintiff in place of that of Bhagwan 
Das, claiming fd^ be the heir and legal re¬ 
presentative of the deceased. Apparently 
Kanhaya* Lai was not related in any way 
and could not have been deemed to be the 
heir and legal representative of Bhagwan 
Das in bis personal capacity. The Court 
refused the application and dismissed the 
suit, as it was no longer maintainable by 
one plaintiflf. The judgment shows clearly 
that the question of Kanhaya Lai’s obtain¬ 
ing sanction from the Legal Remembrancer 
was before the Court. That Court was of 
opinion that the defect in the suit could 
not be cured by allowing Kanhaya Lai 
time to apply for sanction. It, therefore, 
dismissed the suit. It is quite clear that a, 
suit of this nature brought by two persons 
IS brought by them in their representative 
capacity as members of the public interest¬ 
ed in the trust. It has been hold that 
Section 92 is not mandatory, but is permis¬ 
sive and directory. It seems to us also to, 
be clear that, when a suit is brought by 
two or more persons under the conditions 
mentioned in Section 92 for the continu-' 
ance of the suit it is necessary that there 
should be at Last two plaintiffs, i,e., two 
persons interested in the trust and holding 
the sanction of the Advocate-General or, in 
these provinces, of the Legal Remembran¬ 
cer, in order to enable them to carry on 
the litigation. It is dear that if one re-j 
presentative dies it is open to another 
member of the public inter sted in the, 

trust to come forward to taj^e his place 

and thus to prevent the suit abating. It isj 
also necessary that this other member 0 / 
the public thus iaterosted should obtain 
the sanction of the Advocate-General or 
tha Legal Remembrancer, Tbe suit beings 
on:) which had been brought with sanotion 
and it being a matter of a public trust, the 
lower C jurt ought, in our opinion, to have 
given K anhaya* Lai an opportunity, 

of o btaining sauctioil from the Legal 

Ramem brancer and secondly^ of showing 

that h3 was a person interested in the 
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tnisb and on proof of fcbese two qualifica¬ 
tions the Court ought in the interest of 
the public to have made Kanhaya Lai a 
oo-plaintitf in order to enable the suit to be 
carried on, provided no good cause was 
shown by the other side against his being 
allowed to represent the public interest in 
the trust. The rulings quoted by the 
Court below, viz.^ Oopal Dei v. Kanno 
Dei (1), Abdul Rahman v. Kassuni Ebra- 
him (2), are totally beyond the question 
and have no weight in the decision of the 
matter. We accordingly allow the appeal. 
We set aside the decree of the Cefurt below 
and we remand the case to the Court below 
with directions to re-admit it on its origi¬ 
nal number and to proceed to hear and 
determine the same in view of the direc¬ 
tions given above. The costs of this appeal 
including fees on the higher scale will be 
costs in the cause and will abide the 
result. 

Appeal decreed. 

(1) (igosra'tTA] \7m2 - iyol“A7w.N.“22^ 

(2) (1011) 11 l.c. 720 = 36 Bom. 168, 
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Rafique, J. 

Indar Mai —Plaintill—Applicant 

v. 

Budha and another — Defendants— 
Respondents. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 59 of I9l4, de¬ 
cided on 21st November 1914, from the 
order of the Dist. J., Agra. 

(a) Ctvi7 P. C. (5 of 1908), 6'. 115—/K./ye in 
misapprehending nature of suit and pt\>visions 
of Art. 29 of Small Cause Courts Act commits 
material irregularity—Revision lies, 

A Judgo acti with material irregularity if be 
misapprohouds the nature of the plaiutilPs claim 
Hud tho provisions of Article 20 of Act IX of 
1887, and in such a case the High Court has 
jurisdiction to outertain an applicatiou for 
rovisiou. [P. GO. C. 2 & l\ Gl. 0*1.] 

(b) Provineiul Small Cause Courts Act ('J of 
1887), Sch, 2, Art. 20 Suit fir accounts tilleg. 
ing dissolution or alternatively praying for dis¬ 
solution is not cognizable by Small Cause Court. 

A suit lor partnor.-,hip accounts with au alle¬ 
gation that the partnership lias been ais^oIvod 
and containing also an altornalive prayer for the 
dissolution of tho })artnorsIiip if it has not been 
dissolved, is triable by a Munsif and not by a 
Small (.’ausoCourt. ll’.6 l,C. 2J 

M U A{]aruHila~io\' Applio^iit. 

b. /v. Dar for RespoudGuts. 

Jud^mCQt- This is an application in 
revision under Section 115 of the Civil 
Prooeduro Code. Tho facts whiob have 
led to tho making of this application are 
AS follows :— 


The plaintiff-applicant filed a suit in the 
Court of the Judge of Small Causes at 
Agra for the recovery of Rs. 177-9-7 on 

partnership account* The plaint was re¬ 
turned by the learned Judge of Small 
Cause Court for presentation to proper 
Court, on the ground that under Article 
29, clause (W, of Act IX of 1887 such 
a suit was not maintainable in his Court. 
The plaint was then presented by the 
plaintiff-applicant to the Munsif of Agra. 
One of the pleas urged by the defendants 
in their written statement was that the 
plaintiff should sue for dissolution of part¬ 
nership. The plaintiff amended his plaint 
by adding a paragraph to it to the effect 
th\t partnership between him and the de¬ 
fendants bad been dissolved on the 15th of 
March 1910, and asked for au additional 
relief, namely, that in ease the Court found 
that the partnership had not been dissolv¬ 
ed, a decree for dissolution of partnership 
be passed. After amendment of the plaint 
the Muusif rejected it, holding that he 
had no jurisdiction to entertain the suit as 
it was cognizable by a Court of Small 
Causes. On appeal the learned District 
Judge agreed with the first Court and up¬ 
held its order. The plaintiff has come up 
in revision under Section 115 of the Civil 
Piooedure Code and contends that the 
Munsif had jurisdiction to entertain the 
suit. 

A preliminary objection is taken on be¬ 
half of tho respondents to the effect that 
no revision lies. It is said that the learn¬ 
ed District Judge had jurisdiction to en¬ 
tertain and boar the appeal and the mere 
fact that he came to an erroneous decision 
according to the plaintiff-applioant, does 
not entitle the latter to come up in revi¬ 
sion hero. I do not think that the objec¬ 
tion of tho respondents is sound. The 
want of jurisdiction is not tho only ground 
upon whioh an aggrieved party may apply 
for revision. Tho plaintiff-applicant does 
not dory that tho learned Judge had juris¬ 
diction to entertain and bo^ir the appoaU 
but says that he oxoroisod his jarisdiotion 
with aaat.orial irregularity inasmuch as he 
misapprehended tho nature of the plain¬ 
tiff s claim and tlio provisions of Article 
29 of Aofc IX of 1887. 

1 have road 'the plaint carefully and it 
appears to mo that the amendment made 
by tbo plaintiff in tho Court of the Muu* 
sifdiduot render the olaim exclusively 
triable the Small Gauje Court or oust 
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the jurisdiotion of the Muosif. It is true 
that the amended paragraph of the plaint 
oontains the allegation of the dissolution 
of partnership on a certain date, but it is 
nowhere stated that a balance of partner- 
ship accounts was struck by the parties or 
their agents on or after the dissolution of 
partnership. The cliim still remains for 
an account of partnership transactions, or 
for dissolution of partnershii) and for an 
account of partnership transactions. In 
either case the claim is one which should 
be heard by a regular Court, and not by a 
Small Cause Court. The learned Judge 
seems to have taken the claim to be for 
the balance of partnership accounts which 
has been struck by the parties or their 
agents, as mentioned in Article 29 (c) of 
Act IX of 1887, The language of the 
plaint shows clearly that the claim was 
not for the recovery of the balance of part¬ 
nership aoooQnts struck by the parties or 
their agents. In my opinion the suit of 
the plaintiff is within the jurisdiction of 
the Munaif and should be entertained by 
him. As the order of the learned Judge 
was made under a misapprehension of the 
nature of the claim of the plaintiff-appli¬ 
cant it is liable to revision. The preli¬ 
minary objection for tha respondents fails 
and the application is allowed. The order 

of the Court below is set aside and the 

Munsif will receive the plaint and try the 
case according to law. Costs of this ap¬ 
plication are allowed to the applicant. 

Application allowed. 
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ChAMIEB and PlGGOTT, JJ. 

Anupa Kuer — Decree-holder •— Ap¬ 
plicant 

V. 

Ackchaihar Singh and oiAers—Judg¬ 
ment debtors—Opposite party. 

G vil Misc. Case No. 397 of 1914, deci¬ 
ded on 23rd November 1914, on reference 
made by the Offg. Dias. Officer, Benares, 
on 13bh June 1914. 

Decree — Construction-Revenue Court's decree 
on award entitling maintenance executable by 
taking proceedings is-declaratory, 

A deoree passed by a Revenue Court in ac* 
oordance with aa award entitled a woman to 
receive a fixed sum as maintenance in half-yearly 
instalmen'-s and provided thit if the maiaten- 
anoe, was nob paid, she might enforce its pay- 
meat by taking prooeeiings in a competent 

Ooort I 


Held, that the deoree was merely a declara¬ 
tory decree as to the right to receive mainten¬ 
ance, and could be enforced by a suit in the 
Civil Court, and not by an application for exe¬ 
cution of the decree. [P, 6i, c, 2.J 

S. N, Sen —for Applicant. 

Gokul Prasad~ior Opposite party. 

Order, —A suit for ejectment brought 
by Achohaihar Singh and others against 
Anupa Kuer in a Revenue Court came up 
to this Court in second appeal and was 
settled in accordance with an arbitration 
award. The award provided that a decree 
for possession of the land should be 
passed in favour of Aohehaihar Singh and 
others and that Anupa Kuer should 
receive from Achohaihar Singh and others 
11 maunds odd of grain and Rg. 14 in 
cash by way of maintenance to be paid 
in half yearly instalments. Anupa Kuer 
has now applied to the Revenue Court to 
execute so much of the decree mentioned 
above as relates to the maintenance pay¬ 
able to her. The Revenue Court, being 
doubtful whether it has jurisdiction to 
entertain this application, has referred this 
case to this Court under Section 195 of 
the Tenancy Act. The award which is 
incorporated in the decree of this Court 
provides that if the maintenance due to 
Anupa Kuer is not paid she may enforce 
payment by taking proceedings in a 
competent Court {ba charajoi adalat 
viajiiz hash~i~zahita^. It seems to ua 
that the persons who drew up the award 
knew that there would be difficulty in 
executing a deoree for maintenance in a 
Revenue Court and, therefore, instead of 
providing that enforcement of the decree 
should be by proceedings in the execution 
^partment, they provided that Anupa 
Kuer should take proceedings in a com¬ 
petent Court. We regard this portion of 
the decree as merely declaratory of Anupa 
Kuer 8 right to receive maintenance. In 
our opinion she should bring a regular 
suit in the Civil Court to enforce her 
right to maintenance. Section 195, sub- 
section (3), of the Tenancy Act provides ; 

On such reference being made, tha 
High Court may order the Court either to 
proceed with the case, or to return the 
plaint, application or appeal for presenta¬ 
tion to such other Court as it may declare 
to be competent to try the same.” It 
seems to us that we should not take either 
of these courses. In our opinion the 
application for execution should be 
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missed. With this expression of opinion 
we direct that the papers be returned to 
the Court which has made this reference. 

Papers returned. 
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Chamiee, J. 

Badri Das and others —Applicants 

V. 

Sheo Nath Singh —Respondent. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 176 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on 26th February 1915, from an 
order of the Small Cause Court J., Cawn- 
pore. 

Provincial Insolvenci/Act (3o/1907), S. 13— 
Execution sale proceeds realized before adjudi¬ 
cation do not vest in receiver. 

Where the sale-proceeds in exocutioa of a 
decree are realized before the judgmont-debtor is 
adjudicated insolvent, the interim Receiver has 
no claim to such proceeds. [P. 62 C. 1] 

Unia Shankar Bajpai —for Applicants, 
Judgment. The applicants obtained a 
decree against the respondent, Sheo Nath, 
in the Court of Small Causes, in exeou* 
tion of which they brought certain pro¬ 
perty to sale on July 16feb, 1914. An 
order waa made that the proceeds of the 
sale should bo paid to the decree-holders, 
leas the costs of the sale. One month 
before this the judgment-debtor had 
applied to bo declared insolvent, and an 
interim Receiver had been appointed 
under Section 13 of the Provincial Insol¬ 
vency Aot. On July 18bh. that is, two 
days after the sale, the interim Rjoeivor 
made a report to the Gjurt on which an 

order was passed that the proooads of the 
sale wore nob to be paid to the decroe- 
ho dors, anl a fov days later the Court 
ordered that the money should be given 
back to the purchasers of the property and 
that the sale should be sot aside. This is 
the order against which the present appli¬ 
cation is direobed. The case is covered by 
the decision of this Court in Sri Qhand v. 

La/( 1 ) The s Jo proceeds were 

^judgmont-debtor was 
adjudicated insolvent. Therefore, the 
Ueoeivor had no claim to them. I am iu- 

UD^tT^d^tI juigmont-dobtor has not 

'‘ll 

of the Sule ware reilizej. I 

appl.oat.oa aud set aside the order of the 

Court below. The appl.e,,t8 Je' 

(U (1912) 16 1. U. 18J = J1 All. 633 


their costs from the respondenti judg¬ 
ment-debtor. 

AppHcatioii allowed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 62 (2) 

Richards, C. J. and Banerji, J. 

Bhagwan Dayal and another —Plain¬ 
tiffs—Appellants 


Param Sukh 

pondent. 

Second Appeal 


Dass —Defendant—Rea- 


Second Appeal No. 1612 of 1913, de¬ 
cided on 19bh January 1915, from the 
decision of the Sub-J., Aligarh, dated 2Dd 
September 1913. 

Civ/7 P. C. (5 of 1908), O. 32, P, 3—Appoint¬ 
ment of amin as guardian without notice to 
minors or their mother is not proper — Decree 
against minors null and void. 

(5cm6/t’)—Appointment of oftioor of court as 
guardian is farce without providing for funds to 

[P. 63. 0.1.] 

J brought against a certain person 

and bis minor nephews. The undo refused to 
be the guardian of the minors alleging that they 
lived with their mother. The Court appointed 
the Amtn as the guardian ad litem of the 
minors, without giving ."iny notice to the minors 
or to their mother in whoso care they wore. The 
Arnni did not make any defence. An ex parte 
aocroo was made as against the minors. An ap¬ 
plication was made to sot aside the c.r Parte 
decree on behalf of tho minors bv their mother. 
Ibo uppheation was refused. Subsequently a 
suit was iilod for a declaration that tho dooroo 
was null and void as against tho minors : 

r/eld, that tho minors not being properly ro- 
presoutod m the suit and tho c.v parfe decree 
liaMiig boon passed without notice to them or 
their natural guyaian. they were eulillod to tho 
doUaratiou which they sought in tho suit. Case 

IP.6(. C.l) 

[rManh-r Bojpai-hr Appollunts. 

1 * JL* lor Respoadeut. 

u gment.—This appeal arisos out of 
hsu.t.n wQioh tho phiatiffs cldmod a 
declaration that a dooroo obtained against 
thorn r v parte on tho 30th of August 1911 
\\a9 null and void as agiinsb thorn. The 

dooroo lu qaos^iou was a dooroo oh&aiuad 

flv ? 1 ullogod to liavo boou 

exocutod by tho father of the plaintiffs 

umUhoir uncle. Righubir Sihai. Tho 

J cts ,uo M follows. Tqo pluutiffs wore at 

tbo time of the lustibutiou of tho niort- 

ffa lu the previous suit sought to implead 

Rwhuh r-g t '’“‘*““u* the said 

be the guardian 

n Court that the 

minors lived svith their mother, and no,' 
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with him. Eventually the Court appointed 
the Amin as the guardian ad litem of the 
minors. This order was made without 
any notice having been given to the 
minorsi or to their mother in whose care 
they were. There was no appointed or 
natural guardian other than the mother. 
It is not pretended that the Court re¬ 
quired the plaintiff to deposit any sum of 
money to enable the Court Amin to em¬ 
ploy a Pleader, or to make any inquiry as 
to the minors’ defence. Nor is it pretended 
that the Court Amin did in fact take any 
step to defend the case or to inquire 
whether there was a defence. An ex parte 
decree was granted on the 30th of August 
1911. An attempt was made on behalf of 
the minors through their mother to have 
the case restored, but this application was 
refused. The present suit was then insti¬ 
tuted. 

Both the Courts below have dismissed 
the suit and the plaintiffs come here in 
second appeal. There can be no doubt 
that there was great irregularity in the 
proceedings prior to the granting of the 
ex parte decree. The provisions of Order 
XXXII, Eule 3, wore not observed. The 
Courts below, however, wore of opinion 
that the decree was not void and could not 
be set aside on account of the irregularity. 
They refer to the oases of Walian v. 
Banke Behari Pershad Singh (1) and 
Munshi Munnu Lai v. Ghulam Abbas (3), 
We think the Courts below were wrong. 
Assuming that the decree is not nullity, 
that in itself would not be a sufficient 
ground for dismissing the plaintiffs' suit. 
The Court ought to have considered 
whether the plaintiffs were prejudiced by 
the irregularity; if the minors had no op¬ 
portunity of putting forward a defence to 
the suit, or in other words, if they wers 
not represented in the Court below, they 
would be prejudiced. It seems to us that 
the appointment of an officer of the Court 
as guardian ad litem, of minors without 
requiring the party at whose instance he 
is appointed to deposit the necessary 
funds to enable the guardian to defend 
the case, is little more than a farce. If, 
however, in the present case the order had 
been made with notice to the mother she 
might have objected to the appointment 

^1) (1903) 30 Cal. 1021 = 30 I.A. 182 (P.C.) 

(2) (1910) 610.783 = 32 All. 237 = 37 LA. 77 
(P. C.) 


of the AmiUt or at least have given him 
instructions as to the defence of the minors. 
There is no real hardship in requiring the 
party to deposit money to enable the Court 
official to enquire and get instructions 
on behalf of minors. If the party is 
successful in the litigation, the funds so 
deposited can be subsequently recovered. 
In the case of Walian v. Banke Behari 
Pershad Singh (1), the minors had been 
sued and had appeared throughout the 
proceedings with their mother as guardian 
ad litem. The irregularity in the case was 
the absence from the record of a formal 
order appointing the mother guardian ad 
litem. The mother was the person who 
would naturally have been appointed guar¬ 
dian had an application been made. And 
by appearing in the proceedings she show¬ 
ed that she had no objection to being 
guardian. The decree was granted in the 
year 1881 and the suit challenging its 
validity was not instituted until January 
1895. Their Lordships held that the 
minors were “substantially” sued in the 
former suit. Their Lordships quote from 
the judgment of the High Court the follow¬ 
ing words; “It is necessary that the 
Court should see that a proper guardian be 
appointed to protect their interest. Sec- 
^*011 443 of the Code is imperative on this 
point.* Their Lordships then say : “ In 
this statement of the law their Lordships 
entirely concur, and they desire to impress 
upon all the Courts in India the importance 
of following strictly the rules laid down 
in the section referred to ”. After this 
statement it seems bo us impossible to 
contend that minors cannot have a decree 
declared not binding on them under oir- 
oumstances like the present, where the 
appointment of the guardian was not only 
irregular but where in fact a decree was 
made without even notice to the minors. 
In MunshiiMunna Lai v. Ghulam Abas (2) 
the only irregularity was the absence 
of the affidavit specified in Section 457 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure of 1882. This 
case was even a weaker one than the case 
above referred to. The minors were clearly 
and substantially represented and had 
every opportunity of putting forward their 
defence. It is contended by the learned 
Advocate on behalf of the respondent that 
the only remedy the minors had was to 
apply to have the ex parte decree sot aside 

under the provisions of Order IX, Rule 13, 
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of the Code of Civil Prooedure. This rale 
enables a defendant who has not been 
served with the summonp^ or was prevent- 
ed by some sufScient cause from appearing 
when the suit was called on for hearing, 
to have an ex parte decree set aside. It 
is argued that the defendant against whom 
ex parte decree has been made» who 
neglects to avail himself of the provisions 
of this rule, cannot afterwards bring an 
independent suit. This may be so. But 
this is not the ease here. If the minors 
were parties to the suit, the only person 
who could make an application to have the 
ex parte decree set aside would be the 
Court Amin who was their irregularly 
appointed guardian ad litem. No such 
application was made by him. In our 
opinion we have to see whether the irre¬ 
gularity in the present case prejudiced or 
may have prejudiced the minors. Holding 
as we do that the minors were never 
properly represented and that the decree 
was made without notice to them or their 
natural guardian wo think that they are 
entitled to the declaration sought in the 
present suit. 

Wo accordingly allow the appeal, sot 
aside the decrees of both the Courts below 
and dooroo the plaintiffs’ claim with costs 
in all Courts including in this Court fees 
on the higher scale. 

Appeal allowed. 
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RAl-’KjPB, J. 

Mahahir Promil —■ Plaintiff ~ Aopol- 
lant 


V. 

Ram Tawakaland of/ier.s—Defend ints 
—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 426 of 11)14, de¬ 
cided on 4th March 1915, from the deci¬ 
sion of the Disb. J., Bjnaros, dated IGth 
January 19l4 

Arjraremmey Act (2 of 1*101), S. 194—Lam- 
bardar alone can sue for entire rent 


A lambardur can suo alono. without joiniiu 
tho othor co-simrors of tho village, for the ro 
covery of the ontiro rout duo from a tenant 
A, I. K, l9ll AH. 101 I*. 13. I'oll. j' 

J/. L. for Appellant. 

B, E, O Coyior and E, jlT. Banerji —foi 
Rospoudents. 

luipoals Nos. 

426 and 427 are oonneotod and they arise 
out of two suits brought by the appellant 

who 18 the/am^rtn/ar of the village. He 


sued as lanthardar for the recovery of the 
entire rent due for tbe year 1319 Fasti 
and part of the year 1320 FatU, One of 
the pleas in defence wts that under Beotion 
1P4 of Act ]1 of ISOl the plaint fl could 
not fcue alonr. This objection was allow* 
ed by the first Court and tbe claim waa 
decreed to the extent of the plaintiff’s 
share. On appeal the learned Diatriot 
Judge affirmed the decree of the firat 
Court. The lamhardar has come up ini 
second appeal to this Court and contends 
that he can sue alone without joining the 
other co-sharers of the village. He relies 
on the full Bench case of Oulzari Mol v. 
Jai Ram (1). The contention for the ai>- 
pellant must prevail in view of the case 
relied on by him. I, therefore, accept the 
appeal, set aside the decree of the lower 
Appellate Court and remand tbe case 
for trial on the merits. Costs of this ap¬ 
peal will abide the event. 

Appeal allowed ; Case remanded, 

(1) A. I. R. 1914 All. 104 = 36 All.*441 = 24 I.C. 

178 F.n. 
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PlGGOXT, J. 

Bh ulan —Defendant—Appellant 

V. 

Wazir and ofAm — Plaintiffs—Res¬ 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1212 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on 18th January 1915, from the 
decision of the Add!. Disk. J., Aligarh, 
dated 30bh May 1914. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), O. 41. /?. 27—HijA 
Court not to inierftre in appellate court's dis¬ 
cretion in reftoang to coti<iider evidence takefi on 
rematid. 

A High Court is not justiQoil in second appeal 
in interfering with the discretion of the lower 
Appellate Court to the extent of refusing to re- 
oogni/.e the additional evidence taken on remand 

under Order XLT, rule 27, of the Code of Civil 

Procedure. 65 ^ C. 2] 

Lai Sandal —for Appellant, 

Jiid^oient.- This was a suit for jxjsaes- 
sion of a house. On the pleadings in the 
Court of first instinoo it wag admitted that 
one Chand owned a house which was 
situated in an enclosure shown as enclosure 
No. 21 in tlio map of the village afxiJi, 
and that it was described as tho second of 
throe houses in tho sitid enclosure in the 
explanatory statement (Ar/ido^ro) appended 
to tlio said map. Tho plaintiffs claimed 
that tho house in suit was the said house 
of Chand, while tho defendant replied that 
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this was not so, but on the contrary the 
plaintiffs were still living in a house in the 
said enclosure which was the house No. 2 
belonging to Chand referred to in the 
settlement khasra. The lower Appellate 
Court caused certain further evidence to bo 
taken, and then came to a finding that the 
house in suit is the house No. 2 belonging 
to Chand referred to in the Settlement 
map and khasra. It has also recorded a 
finding that the house in suit was occupied 
by permission of the plaintiffs by one 
Musammat Nasiban, who died recently. 
These are clear findings of fact and this ap¬ 
peal cannot succeed unless the defendant- 
appellant can show cause for interference 
with these findings in second appeal. It 
has not been shown to me that there is 
any force in the pleas taken in the third 
and fourth paragraphs of the memorandum 
of appeal. The District Judge had before 
him admissions by the parties that the 
house belonging to Chand, situated with¬ 
in the boundaries of plot No, 21, was the 
property of the plaintiffs. The defendant 
said that the house in question was the 
one in which the plaintiffs were living at 
the time of the institution of the suit. The 
District Judge came to the conclusion that 
this was not the case, because the house in 
which the plaintiffs were living was 
situated partly outside the boundaries of 
plot No. 21 and was shown to have been 
built after the preparation of the Settle¬ 
ment khasra and map which were plain¬ 
tiff’s documents of title. There was no 
suggestion before the Court that either of 
the other two houses admittedly situated 
within the limits of plot No. 21 was the 
house described in the Settlement khasra 
as the house of Chand. On the pleadings, 
and on the evidence before him, the Dis¬ 
trict Judge was entitled to come to the 
findings which he has recorded in favour 
of the plaintiffs. The only difficulty about 
the case is that suggested in the first two 
paragraphs of the memorandum of appeal. 
The Court of first instance had dismissed 
the plaintiffs’ suit, on the ground that the 
evidence before it was not sufficient to 
prove that the house in suit was the house 
which had formerly belonged to Chand. 
When the case first came before the Dis¬ 
trict Judge he recorded an order, dated 
the 28th of April, 1914, to the effect that 
the conclusion arrived at by the first 
Court appeared correct on the evidence 
before that Court. He proceeded, how¬ 
ever, to direct further evidence to be taken 
under 0. XLI, R. 27, of the Code of 

1915 A—9 & 10 


Civil Procedure. The additional evidence 
taken was that of a Commissioner, who 
was ordered to take certain measurements 
on the spot to enable the Court definitely 
to satisfy itself as to the manner in which 
the Settlement map applied to existing 
facts. The learned District Judge presu¬ 
mably acted under O. XLI, E. 27, 
Cl. (1) (6), and it cannot be denied that, 
in the absence of some measurements 
such as those which were taken by the 
Commissioner on remand, it was practi¬ 
cally impossible to understand how the 
settlement map applied to the existing 
facts of the case and the suit would have 
to be decided more or less by conjecture. 
The real question is whether the District 
Judge was justified in ordering further 
evidence to be taken, and might not have 
been content with dismissing the appeal 
before him on the simple ground that the 
plaintiffs, on whom the burden of proof 
lay, had failed to prove their case. I do 
not think, however, that this Court 
would be justified in second appeal in in¬ 
terfering with the discretion of the lower 
Appellate Court to the extent of refusing 
to recognize the additional evidence taken 
on remand. If this is so, this appeal must 
necessarily fail and I dismiss it accord¬ 
ingly. Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards, C. J., and Banerti, J. 

Deo Narayan Sinoh —Plaintiff-Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

Ganga Prasad and another —Defen- 
dants-Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1578 of 1913, d3cid- 
ed ou 19bh December, 1914, from tlie deci¬ 
sion of the Sub-J., Jaunpur, dated 25th 
June, 1913. 

Hindu Law — Father's alienation can be chal¬ 
lenged by son if he was then in womb. 

A Hindu son subsequently born alive is com¬ 
petent to contest an alienition made by the 
father when the son was in his mother’s womb 
(16 Mad. 76 ; i!6 I.O. Cl. Foil, ; (1864) W. R. 340, 
Not foil, and Case-law Ref.) [p. 66, C. 2.] 

S. M. Suleman —for Appellant. 

Durga Gharan Banerji—iov Respon¬ 
dents. 

^ Judgment The suit which has given 
rise to this appeal was brought by the 
plaintiff-appellant for a declaration that a 
sale-deed, dated the 17th August, 1909, 
executed by his father, Hansraj Singh, in 
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favour of Naurang Singh, the predeces3or- 
in-tifcle of the defendants, is null and void 
as against the plaintiff. The validity of 
the sale is questioned on various grounds. 
The lower Court has dismissed the suit, on 
the finding that the plaintiff was born 
after the date of the sale and is not, there¬ 
fore, entitled to question its validity. It 
has further been found that the plaintiff 
was in his mother’s womb when the sale 
was made, and it is not disputed for the 
purposes of this appeal that the property 
sold is ancestral property. The question 
to be determined in this appeal is, whether 
a son who was in his mother’s womb at 
the date of an alienation by the father of 
ancestral property can contest the aliena¬ 
tion. The decision of this question depends 
on the further question, whether a son in 
the mother’s womb can be deemed to be 
a co-owner of joint ancestral property. 

Under the Milakshara a son acquires 
an interest in ancestral property by birth, 
the reason for the rule being, as pointed out 
by Mr. Gopal Chandra Sarkar in his work 
on Hindu Law, page 210, 4th Edition, 
that the fatlier and other ancestors are 
reproduced in the son. The question is 
whether birth relates back to the period 
when the child was in its mother’s womb. 
Under other systems of law, such as the 
Civil Law and theJEuglish Law, a child is 
deemed for some purposes to he l)orn 
when it is in its motlier’s womb. Tliis 
rule is in several instances recognised by 
the Hindu Law. In the case of suoces- 
sion by a posMiumous son, ho takes a 
share in his father’s proi)orty from the 
date of lus father’s doatii and ho is regard¬ 
ed as being in existence, tliougli ho is 
only in his mother’s womb and not actu¬ 
ally born until afterwards. Again, in tlio 
case of partition, a son in utoro at the time 
of partition is deemed to bo in existence 
and tlio partition may either i>e ]iostpoMod 
or a share sliould bo sot apart for him. [See 
Strange’s Hindu Law, page 1S2, .Tolly's 
Tagore Law Lectures, page 132 ; Kalidas 
Das V. Krishna Chandcr Das (1) ; 
Mayne’s Hindu Law, Section -172, 7th Edi¬ 
tion.] It has also heon hold that the 
“rights of a son in tlio womb could not 
bo dofoatod by a Will made by tho fatlior." 
[llanmant Tlaniachandra y.Bhimachan'ia 

(2) and Uinalcshi v. Virappa (3).l So 
that in the casos of succession, partition 


(1) (1869)2 B L.R, 103=11 W,R. 11 (F B i 

(2) (1888) 12 Bom. 105. ’ 

(3) (1886) 8 Mad. 89. 


and Will, a son in the womb has been 
regarded as one in esse. There is nothing 
to show that in the case of an alienation 
by sale a different rule obtains. Our 
abteutiou has not been called to any test 
of Hindu Law in which an alienation has 
been excluded from what is deemed to be 
the general rule. The Courts below have 
relied on a passage in Mr. Golap Chandra 
Sarkar’s Hindu Law, page 210, 4th Edi¬ 
tion which is as follows : “A child in the 
womb is not entitled to all the rights of a 
child e55e. A son’s right of prohibiting 
an unauthorized alienation by the father 
of ancestral property cannot be exercised 
in favour of an unborn son.” The learned 
author has referred to the case of iffusaw- 
mat Goura Chow.ihrain y. Chtunmun 
Chonulhry (4) as an authority for the 
proposition laid down by him. That case, 
no doubt, supports liis view, hut it was 
dissented from by the Madras High Court 
in Sabapathi v. Bomasunderam (5). The 
learned .Tudges held tliat “ an alienation 
by a Hindu to a bona ddo purchaser for 
value is liable to be set aside by a son 
who was in his mother’s wombat the 
time of the alienation.” In the recent 
case of Datla Venkatasuhba Ttain Gar^ 
V. (r Utem ^ cnkataraundn (G) the same 
Court assumed that a son could contest 
an alienation made by his fatlior at a time 
when the son was in his mother’s womb. 
The same view ajipears to liave been 
adopted by the Bombay High Court. (See 
West and Bulilor’s Hindu Law. page 803.) 
^y 0 agree with this view. Both on autho¬ 
rity and on principle we are of opinion 
that a son subsoiiuontly born alive is 
competent to contest an alienation made 
by tbo father when the son was in the 
womb. Tlie Court below was, tiierefoi-e, 
wrong in dismissing the suit on the ground 
on wliich it dismissed it. Wo allow tho 
aiipoal. set aside tho decree of the Courb 
below and re:nand tho ease to tiiat Court 
with directions to ro-admit it under its 
original number in tho register and 
dispose of tho other questions which 
arise m tho case. Costs liore and hitherto 
will bo costs in tbo oause. The costs 

HI tins Court will include foes on the 
higlior scale. 

Appeal alloircd ; Case remanded. 


(4) (18G4) W.R, 340. 

(5) (1893) 16 Mad. 76=2 M.L.J. 244 

(6) (1945)26 1,0. 61. 
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t 

Banerji. J. 

Mohammad Husain —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Mohammadi Bibi and others —Defen- 
danfes-Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 307 of 1914, decided 
on 8bh February. 1915, from the decision 
of the Addl. Sub-J., Moradabad. 

Limitation Act {IX of 1908), Arts. 131 and 120 
—Peni suit governed by Arts. 131 and not 120. 

A right to reoover rent is a periodically recur* 
Ting right and a suit to establish such a right is 
governed by Art. 131 of the Limitation Act, and 
not by Art. 120.(14 M.L.J. 477, Ref.)[V. 67 C. 1.] 

Harmadeslmar Upadhyaya for S. N. Sen 
—for Appellant. 

Rahmat Ullah —for Respondents. 

Judgment: —The parties to the suit 
out of which this appeal arises are near 
relatives. The plaintiff has brought this 
-suit against the heirs of his brother, 
Ahmad Husain, for the establishment of 
his right to reoover rent for the site of the 
house occupied by the defendants at the 
rate of eight annas per mensem and for 
recovery of arrears of rent for nearly three 
years. Both the Courts below have dis¬ 
missed the suit on the ground of limita¬ 
tion. They are of opinion that Art. 1^0 
of the first Schedule of the Limitation Act 
applies to the suit and bars the claim. 
That Article would be applicable if there 
is no other Article in the Schedule which 
would govern a claim of this description. 
It is contended on behalf of the appellant 
that the Article which is applicable to 
this suit is Art. 131, which provides a 
limitation of twelve years for a suit to 
establish a periodically recurring right to 
be computed from the date when the 
plaintiff had first been refused the enjoy¬ 
ment of that right. A right to recover 
rent is a recurring right and the present 
suit is one for establishment of the plain¬ 
tiff's right to recover rent for the site of 
the house occupied by the defendants. It 
is true that in the plaint the prayer, as 
framed, is a prayer to assess rent, but that 
is in substance a prayer to establish the 
plaintiff’s right to obtain rent at a parti¬ 
cular rate. The claim is clearly one to 
■establish a periodically recurring right 
and, therefore, the suit is governed by 
-Art. 131 and Art. 120 is inapplicable. It 


was held by the Madras High Court in 
Jajannath Pandia v. Muthia Pillai (1), 
that a right to establish a periodical right 
to recover rent is governed by Art. 131.. 
Of course, it will be open to the defen¬ 
dants to show that the plaintiff was re¬ 
fused the enjoyment of the right claimed 
by the defendants’ predecessor-in-title at 
some time prior to twelve years preceding 
the date of the suit. If they can do so, 
the claim is beyond time, otherwise it 
would not bo time-barred as the title of 
Ahmad Husain accrued only under the 
deed of gift executed in his favour by his 
father on July 30th, 1900, and this suit 
was filed on July 30th, 1912. However, 
the case has not been tried on the merits 
and these questions have not been deter¬ 
mined. I allow the appeal, discharge the 
decrees of both the Courts below and re¬ 
mand the case to the Court of first in¬ 
stance with directions to readmit it 
under its original number in the register 
and to dispose of it according to law. 
Costs here and hitherto will be costs in 
the cause. 

Appeal allowed: Case remanded. 


(1) (1904) 14 L. J. 477. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Bamujaqar Pande and others —Plain¬ 
tiffs-Appellants 

v. 

Bhagirathi and others — Defendants- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 819 of 1913, decided 
on 5th January, 1915, from the decision of 
the Dist. J., Benares, dated 23rd April, 
1913. 

Civil P. C. {V of 1903), 0. 2, R. 2—Fresh suit 
on same cause of action for property omitted 
through mistake is ?iot maintainable by plaintiff 
or his transferee^Civil P. C. {V of 1903), S. 11. 

Where a litigant, who is fully aware of th® 
facts which constituted his cause of action* 
mismanages his litigation and fails through his 
own mlsmanagenient to obtain from the Courts 
the fulPreliefs to which he is entitled, neither 
he nor his transferees are entitled to maintain 
any further suit upon the same cause of action. 

[P. 69, 0. 1.] 

Therefore neither a reversioner to the estate of 
a deceased, who brought a suit to set aside a 
sale made by the widow, of the deceased and 
wrongly described the extent of the property 
claimed by him and on a decree being passed 
acquiesced in that decree and also in its inter¬ 
pretation, nor the transferee of that property U 
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entitled to maintain a farther suit for the pro¬ 
perty. (16 Cal. 800 (P.O.); 6 Mad. 844 and 1886 
A. W. N. 269, Disc.) [P. 69, 0, 1.] 

S, Sulernan —for Appellants. 

Gokul Prasad —for Bespondents. 

Judgment :—The facts of this case 
must now be dealt with as determined by 
the findings returned by the lower Appel¬ 
late Court on the issues remanded by me 
in my order of the 17th of June, 1914. 
One Musammat Sheo Bani was in posses¬ 
sion of a certain zemindari share with a 
Hindu widow’s estate. On July 16th, 
1873, she executed a deed of sale transfer¬ 
ring this share to the predecessor-in-title 
of the principal defendants-respondents. 
She died on the 10th of August, 1905. 
The reversioner to the estate of Sheo 
Tabal, husband of Musammat Sheo Bani, 
was Musammat Gulabi Kunwar, who is 
impleaded in this suit as defendant No. 6. 
She brought a suit to recover possession 
of the property transferred by tlio deed of 
the 16th July, 1873, by avoidance of the 
transfer, on the ground that the said 
transfer was valid only for the life-time of 
.Musammat Shoo Bani, and siie obtained a 
decree. It so happened, however, tliat in 
the sale-deed in question tlio sliaro there¬ 
by transferred w-as described in a manner 
which was both ambiguous and inaccurate. 
Musammat Gulabi Kunwar in bringing 
her suit copied into her plaint the descrip^ 
tion of the property as she found it in tlio 
sale-deed, and the decree was framed 
accordingly. When she applied for posses¬ 
sion under her decree the Court executing 
the decree ]uit a certain interpretation on 
the terms of the decree, with the result 
that Musammat Gulal)i Kunwar only 
obtained possession of a small fraction of 
the property whicli had hoon actually 
transferred by tlio sale-deed of July 16th 
1873. Sho has since executed a deed 
transferring to tlio present plaintilTs or 
their prodccossors-in-titlo whatever rights 
she still possessed in the zemindari sliaro 
which had formerly belonged to Slioo 

Tahal Tho present suit was filed on tho 

7th of January. WV2. in tlio plaint as 
drafted, the iiosition taken up was one 

which IS clearly unsustainaMo in view of 

the findings which have now boon returned 

Court. Tho plain- 
tills a logcd tliat what was transferred by 

the salo-decd of July IGth. 1873. was. not 

the entire share which had belonged to 

Shoo lahal and was then in iiossossion of 
of lus widow, Musammat Shoo Bani but 


only that small fraction of the said share 
in respect of which Musammat Gulabi 
Kunwar had obtained possession under 
her decree of June 12bh, 1906. With> 
regard to the rest of the share it was 
alleged that the principal defendants had 
obtained possession of the same, not under 
the sale-deed of July 16th, 1873, but by 
virtue of a distinct transaction which con¬ 
stituted them trustees on behalf of 
Micsamynat Sheo Bani for her life-time.. 
That position has necessarily been aban¬ 
doned in view of the findings already 
referred to. It is, however, contended 
that, upon a correct statement of facts, 
the pi’esent suit is maintainable and the 
plaintilTs are entitled to a decree. ^Yhen. 
Musammat Gulabi Kunwar brought the 
suit whicli resulted in tho decree of June, 
12th, 1906, sho undoubtedly intended to 
claim, and presumably did claim, what¬ 
ever property passed to tho principal 
defendants under the sale-deed of July 
IGth, 1873. By an oversight she wrongly 
described tho extent of the property claim¬ 
ed by her in lier plaint, and she has 
acquiesced in a decree under which sho 
has obtained a small fraction only of the 
property to which sho was entitled. It is 
contended tor the apjiellauts under those 
circumstances that, as transferees from 
Musammat Gulabi Kunwar, they are now 
entitled to claim upon the same cause of 
action, namely, the invalidity of the sale- 
deed of July 16th, 1873, to confer any 
title extending beyond tho life-time of tho 
vendor Shoo Bani. the rest of tho property 
which Musammat Gulabi Kunwar failed 
to obtain possession ot under tho decree of 
Juno 12th, mOG. This contention is sup¬ 
ported by roforenco to various decided 
cases, of wliich tho most important are 
Ajuanat Bihi y, Imdad llusaiyi (l), lon- 
Kaia 1 iraraeiavaniianjar v. Krisiniasami 
Ainiamjar (2) ; and Bhup Simjh v. Oulab 
Bat (3). The general principles therein 
laid down are that a right which a litigant 
possesses witliout knowing or over having 
known that ho possesses it, can hardly bo 
logardedns a i^n-tion of liis claim, and that 
a litigjyifc cannot bo I’oquirod to include in 

his suit the olaim for a relief based upon 

facts of wiiicli ho is in ignorance. I do 
not think those rulings cover tho present 
case. Musannnat Gulabi Kunwar know 

(1) (ISSS) 15 Cal. 800=15 I. A. 100 = 5 Sar. 214 
\ * • o*)« 

{' 2 ) (1833) 0 Mad. 344. 

(3) (1880) A. \Y. N. 209. 
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fchafc her father’s share had been transfer¬ 
red by her mother under the sale-deed of 
July 16th, 1873, and that the vendees 
were in possession thereof under that deed. 
She gob into trouble because she framed 
her suit without previously consulting the 
village papers for a correct specification of 
this share, bub copied down without ques¬ 
tion the specification given in the sale- 
deed, which subsequently was proved to 
be both ambiguous and inaccurate. She 
has acquiesced in the decree passed upon 
the incorrect specification given in her 
plaint, and in an interpretation of that 
decree which was seriously unfavourable 
to her. Her case is that of a litigant who, 
while fully aware of the facts which con¬ 
stituted her causa of action, has mis- 
. managed her litigation and has failed 
through her own mismanagement bo obtain 
from the Courts the full relief to which she 
was entitled. Neither she nor her trans¬ 
ferees are, in my opinion, entitled now to 
maintain any further suit upon a cause of 
action which arises from the sale of July 
16bh, 1873, and accrued to them on the 
death of Mmammat Sheo Rani on the 
10th of August, 1905. This appeal, there- 
iore fails and is dismissed with costs, 
including fees on the higher scale, 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards, C. J. and Banerti, J. 

Nathii. Mal —Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Kishori Lal Singh and others —Plain- 
tiffs-Respondents, 

Rirst Appeal No. 57 of 1914, decided on 
'52nd February, 1915, from the decision of 
the Disb., J., Meerut, dated 3rd January, 
1914. 

Civil P. G ., [V of J905), S. 92 —Wido powers— 
■Court can direct taking of accounts and payment 
of the amount. 

The provlsiona of S. 92 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure are quite wide enough to entitle the 
Court to direot an aooount against a trustee and 
to make an order upon him to pay the amount 
-found to be due upon the taking of those 
.accounts. [P. 69, C. 2.] 

Alston, Tej Bahadur Saprxt and Haren- 
■dra Krishna Mukerji —for Appellant. 

3. N. Sen —for Respondents. 


Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
the same suit as Eaghunath Das v. Kisheiz 
Lal (1). In that suit a decree was made 
against the appellant here (Lala Nathu 
Mal) ordering him bo file accounts. The 
Coui’t below has found a considerable sum 
as being due by him. It is contended on 
his behalf in the first instance that it was 
not competent to the Court .Shaving regard 
to the fact that the suit was brought 
under the provisions of S. 92 of the Coda 
of Civil Procedure, to make a decree 
against him for an account. He contends 
that he is not and was not a trustee, and 
that, therefore, an independent suit was 
necessary against him to establish his 
liability. We find, however, on looking 
at the plaint in Suit No. 4 of 1913 that 
in paragraph 7 the clearest allegations 
are made against Nathu Mal that he was 
a trustee and that he entered into posses¬ 
sion of the property as such and misap¬ 
propriated it. Nathu Mal pub in no 
written statement and he never appealed 
against the decree ordering him to account. 
Under S. 92 the Court may direct accounts 
to be taken and to grant such further and 
other relief as the nature of the case may 
require. In our opinion these provisions 
are quite wide enough to entitle the Court 
to direct an account against a trustee and 
to make an order upon him to pay the 
amount found to be due upon the taking 
of those accounts. 

It is next contended on behalf of the 
appellant that the learned Judge found the 
account against him on insufficient evi¬ 
dence. We find on looking at the record 
that Nathu Mal neglected to appear before 
the Judge. The Judge, therefore, had to 
take the accounts as best as he could in 
his absence. We, therefore, see no reason 
to interfere with the decree of the Court 
below and dismiss the appeal with costs, 
including in this Court fees on the higher 
scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 


(1) (1915) 281. 0. 854. 
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Full Bench 


Richards, C. J. and Banebji and 

Tudball, JJ. 

Lal Bahadur Singh —Defendant-Appel- 
lant 

V. 

Abharan Singh and others —Plaintiffs- 
Respondents. 


Second Appeal No. 1530 of 1913, decided 
on 11th January, 1915, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Benares, dated 30th May, 
1913. 

• (a) Transfer of Properly Act, (IV of 1S82)^ 
S.OO^Sdle in contravention of S. 99 is only 
voidable^Objeclion after confirmation « untena- 
ble—Civil P. C. (Vof 1908), O. 31, R. Li. 

Section 99 of the Transfer of Property Act 
does not render a sale in violation of the section 
absolutely null and void, it is only voidable. 

[P. 72, C.I.] 

If no objection is taken to such a sale before 
confirmation, such objection cannot bo taken 
later, [P.71, C. 2.] 

(b) Sindu Law—Manager repiesents the whole 
family in mortgage suit. 

Per Banerji, J.:—In the case of a jointiHindu 
family the manager of the family represents the 
^hole family in a suit on a mortgage. (18 \ll 
325 ; 27 All. 517 ; 2 A. L. J. 123 and 1 A. L. j\ 
260, Appr, of and Case-law Ref.) [p. 73, 0. 1.] 

S, G. Banet'Ji and Gokul Prosad —for 
Appellant. 

Harihans Sahai —for Respondents. 


Richards, C. J. The material facts 
connected with this apjioal are as fol¬ 
lows On the 11th of June, 18S1, Ainii 
Singh and Musainmat Durla Kunwar exe¬ 
cuted a usufructuary mortgage of corfcaii: 
zemindaii property in favour of Rani Dha- 
ram Raj Kunwar. The real mortgagor wa^ 
the said Amir Singh. Rossossion of the ,s'n 
land was not given in accordance with the 
provisions of the mortgago-dead and the 
Rani biouglit a suit against tho mortgagors 
for possession and mesne profits. Slio'^ol^ 
tainod a docroo. and in oxocufcion foi 
mesno profits and costs tho mortgaged pro¬ 
perty was attached, put up to salo and 
purciiasod l)y tho Ratn. Tlio salo wa« 
subsequently confirmed and tho usual 
certificato issued. Lal Bahadur Sin-h 
now reprosonts tho estate of Rani Dhara"In 
Raj Kunwar. The plaintifTs aro tho grand¬ 
sons and groat-grandsons of Amir Singii, 
and thoy have hrouglit tlie i>rosonb suit for 
ii declaration that tho auction-sale mon- 
tioned above is null and void and that 


they are still entitled to redeem the mort¬ 
gage. There is a farther claim for a 
declaration that the plaintiffs, or some of 
them, are in any event ex-proprietary 
tenants of the sir land. 


It seems to me that the only question 
we have to decide is, what is the effect of 
S. 99 of the Transfer of Property Act, 
which was in force at the date of 
the purchase by Rani Dharam Raj- 
Kunwar ? It has not been contended 
that if the Rani had never occupied 
the position of mortgagee, and if she- 
had obtained a simple money decree, 
and in execution of such decree pur¬ 
chased the property, the plaintiffs, who- 
are the grandsons and great-grandsons 
of Amir Singh, could now set aside the- 
sale and get possession of the property. 
The contention is that tho sale was in 
contravention of the provisions of S. 99* 
of the Transfer of Property Act and, 
therefore, null and void. In my opinion 
this case must be disposed of on the- 
assumption that the plaintiffs have 
exactly the same rights as Amir Singh 
M'ould have had if lie had brought the suit 
instead of them. Section 99 is as follows :— 
\\ here a mortgagee in execution of a 
decree for tho satisfaction of nnj" claim, 
whether arising under the mortgage or 
not, attaches tho mortgageil property, he 
shall not bo entitled to bring sucii pro- 
licrty to sale otliorwise than by institut¬ 
ing a suit under S. 07." 

It seems tome that tlie decision depends 
on wbothor a salo at the instance of a 
mortgagee in contravention of tlio section 
was a wholly illegal act. If it was thus, 
tho equity of redemption never vested in 
tho Ivani and tho mortgage is still capable 
of being redeemed. Section 99 has been 
repealed and now f^rovisions have been 
substitutoil in the Code of Civil Procedure. 

Order X\X1\ , R. i;,f tfio first Schedule 
IS as follows :— 


\\ iioro a mortgagee lias obtained a 
deoieo for tho payment of money in satis¬ 
faction of a claim arising under the luort- 
gago, he shall not bo entitled to bring the 
inortgago property to salo otherwise than 
by instituting a suit for salo in enforce- 
mont of the mortgage." 

iwo things will hero bo noticed, first,. 
that the provisions of law restraining a 
mortgagee from bringing mortgaged pro- 
poifcj to salo is not so wide as previously, 
and second, that tho pi-ovisiou finds its 
place in an Aot dealing with mattoi's of 
piocoduro and not of substantive law, IL 
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the effect of S. 99 is that all sales in con¬ 
travention of its provisions are absolutely 
null and void, great hardship might occur 
in many cases : for example, a purchase 
might be made by a perfectly innocent 
third party who would have to give up the 
property. In considering the construction 
of the section I can see no distinction 
between a purchase by the mortgagee and 
a purchase by a third party. Undoubted¬ 
ly the mortgagor, or any one interested in 
the property in cases governed by S. 99, 
could object to the sale of the mortgaged 
property by the mortgagee on foot of a 
simple money decree, and in all pi'obabi- 
lity the sale could be set aside on this sole 
ground at any time before confirmation. 
But can the sale be set aside after the con¬ 
firmation ? This question depends on 
whether we regard the provisions of the 
section as enacting that no sale can legally 
be had, or as merely giving the mortgagor 
and persons interested in the property a 
right tg object to the sale being had, pro¬ 
vided the objection is taken at ‘the proper 
time, that is to say, sometime before the 
sale was confirmed. 

In the case of Tara Chand v. Itndad 
Husain (l) the plaintiff sued for parti¬ 
tion. His title to his alleged share was a 
purchase by him at an auction-sale at the 
instance of the mortgagee who had obtain¬ 
ed a simple money-decree. A Bench of 
this Court held that he was entitled to 
partition notwithstanding the provisions 
of S. 99, It is true that in that case the 
Bevenue Court had already overruled the 
objection that the property could not be 
sold and had confirmed the sale. Never¬ 
theless it is quite clear that if the sale 
was a nullity, the plaintiff would have 
acquired no title to the share upon which 
he based his right to partition. It is true 
also that the plaintiff in this case was nob 
the mortgagee, bub S. 99 restrains the 
mortgagee from “bringing the property to 
sale.” If any act is rendered illegal,^ib is 
the “bringing of the property to sale.’’ 

In the case of Muharnmad Abdul 
Bashid Khctn v. Dilsukh Bai (2) the mort¬ 
gagees had brought the equity of redemp¬ 
tion to sale in exercise of a simple money 
decree for mesne profits and costs and 
purchased it themselves. The plaintiffs 
brought their suit to redeem the property, 
treating the sale to and purchase by the 


(1) (1896) 18 All. 325 = {1836) A.W.N. 94. 

(2) (1905) 27 All. 617=2 A.L.J. 210=(1905) 

AW.N. 80. 


mortgagees as a nullity. A Bench of this 
Court was of opinion that the sale was 
nob a nullity. The sale in this case was 
apparently before the passing of the Trans¬ 
fer of Property Act. Bub it seems a^ clear 
authority for the proposition that if the 
mortgagor allows the equity of redemption 
to be sold and the sale confirmed without 
objection, he cannot later on take excep¬ 
tion to it. 

In the case of Mangli Prasad v. Pali 
Bam (3) the question arose as to whether 
or not the plaintiff had a right to _ redeem 
a subsequent mortgage. His claim was 
based on purchase at an auction-sale oi 
the equity of redemption in execution of a 
simple money-decree obtained by a moit- 
gaagee. A Bench of this Court held him 
to be entitled. The Court was clearly of 
opinion that the auction-sale was not a 


nullity. 

Again, in the case of Madan Makund 
Lal v. Jamna Kaulapuri (l) a Bench of 
this Court laid it down that where a sale 
has been had of mortgaged property in 
execution of a simple money-decree and 
the sale coufirmed, the title of the auction- 
purchaser becomes complete. 

In a case reported in Kishan Lal v. 
Umrao Sinjh (5) exactly the same view 
was taken. 

A contrary view seems to have been 
taken by Dillon, J., in the case of Jhabba 
Lal V. Chajju Mai (6/, but the case of 
Tara Chand v. Imdad Husain (1) and the 
cases reported in Mangh Prasad v. Pali 
Bam (3) and Madan Mokund Lal v. 
Jamna Kaulapuri (4) do not seem to have 
been brought under the notice of the 
learned Judge. It seems to me that with 
the exception of this last-mentioned case, 
and another recent decision to which I 
shall presently refer, all the decisions of 

f.V>5a P.i-inrh liavA in fil.vour of tllB vieW 


that the sale at the instance of a mortgagee 
of mortgaged property is not a nullity, 
and that if no objection is taken before 

the confirmation, such objection cannot be 


taken later. 

In the case of Sirdar Singh v. Ratan 
Lal (7) the facts were as follows : Nandan 
Singh executed a mortgage in favour of 
Ratan Lal. Batan Lal sued in 1S9S, but 


(3) (1904) 1 A. L. J. 3G0. 

(4) (1905) 2 A. D. J. 123= (1908) A. W. N. 48. 

(5) (1908) 30 AU. 146=5 A. L. J. 121 = (1908) 

A W.N. 49. 

(6) (1907) 4 A. L* J. 787= (1908) A.W.N. 1. 

(7) A.I.R. 1914 All. 343 = 24 I. C. 612 = 36 All. 

516. 
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only asked for a simple money decree 
which was granted. In execution of this 
decree he purchased the property himself. 
The sons of Nandan Singh were nob made 
parties to the suit in which the decree 
had been obtained, and they then brought 
a suit to redeem the mortgage and get 
possession. A Bench of this Court was of 
opinion that the plaintiffs were entitled 
to redeem. With regard to this case, I 
can only say that in my opinion with 
regard to the cases governed by S. 99 the 
restrictions on a mortgagee acquiring the 
equity of redemption ought to bo confined 
to the provisions of the section, and that 
in future the substituted provisions of the 
Code of Civil rroceduro should regulate 


the rights of mortgagors and mortgagees in 
this respect. If, however, the learned 
Judges who decided the case of Sirdar 
Sinrjh V. Ratan Lal (7) intended to decide 
that a sale in contravention of S. 99 was, 
Oven after confirmation a complete nullity, 
such a decision was contrary to the cases 
previously decided in this High Court 
with tlie exception of tlie ono case I have 
already mentioned. While I admit 'that 
the question is not free from dilliculty, I 
think we ought not, without grave reason 
to dei)art from a series of rulings of tliis 
Higli Court; and for this reason I do not 
intend to refer to tlio rulings of the other 
High Courts at any groat length. 

The case of Afihulosli Sikdar \\ Behari 
Lal hirtania (M) \vas a rcforotice to the 
lull Bench of the Calcutta High Court, 
liio (luosbions were, (1) whetiior wlien a 
sale has boon hold in contravention of the 
l)rovisions of S. 99 of tho Transfer of 
Broporty Act, the sale is a nullity, or an 
irregular and voidable sale, and (9) 
wiiether the right of redemption of tho 
moitgiigor is or is not afl’octod hy such 

sale. Kampini, A. C. J., said in answer to 
the first (luostion : 

I think we must after tlio expression 
of opinion of tlioir Bordships of tho Privy 
Council in hhrAirajmal v. Daim (9), rc)ily 
tliat asale hold in contravention of tho 
provisions of S. <J!) of tho Transfer of 
Iroporty Act is not a nullity, hut an 
luegular and voidable sale. Tn my opinion 
such a sale can ho avoided before conlirma- 

by'an application under S. 2-11 
of the Code of Civil Procedure without 
Its being necessary for tho applicant to 
^wjnore than that tho provisions of 


(8) (1908) 35 Cal. G1 = U C. W. N. 1011 = 0 

Xj, Jt t3i»0« 

(9) (1905) 32 Cal, 296=32 I. A. 23 (P.C.). 


the Transfer of Property Act have 
been contravened. Bub after confirmation 
the sale can only be avoided by an appli¬ 
cation under S. 241, provided that the 
applicant proves that owing to fraud 
or other reasons he was kept in ignorance 
of the sale proceedings preliminary to the 
sale. 

" The case should, therefore, be remand¬ 
ed to the Subordinate Judge to be dispos¬ 
ed of after inquiry into these matters and 
after decision of any other issues that may 
arise in the case. Tlie costs will abide tha 
result. 

“ It seems neither necessary nor advis¬ 
able for us to answer the second question 
put by tho referring Bench.” 

It seems to rao the reason why the learn¬ 
ed Acting Chief Justice did not answer 
the second question was that the answer 
to the first question answered the second 
unless the applicant should prove that ha 
was kept in ignorance of the sale proceed¬ 
ings jiroliminary to the sale. 

Brett, Mibra and Woodroffo, JJ., all 
agreed. Mookerjoe, J , referred in a mora 
elaborate judgment at length to tha various 
rulings on the question, but I have no 
reason to tliink that ho intended to differ 
from the other members of tho Bench. 

It is true that Woodroffo, J., was party 
to a subsequent decision in tho case of 
Pancliam Lal Ckoicdhunj Krishun 
Pershad Misscr (10). Wibii great respeob 
I must confess to be quite unable to ra- 
concilo tho two decisions. It seems to raa 
tliat if tlio equity of redemption is sold in 
execution of a decree and purchased either 
by a tliird party, or by a mortgagee with 
tiio leave of tlie Court, the equity of re- 
donijition is transferred from those persona 
who previously hold it to tlio purchaser 
and that tlio result is that if that sale is 
neither void nor sot aside, there is no 
longer a right to redeem left in tho pre¬ 
vious ownors of tho Otjuity of redemption. 
On tho whole, I see no suffieiont roasou 
lor ovomding the previous decisions of 
tliis High Court, and I would, therefore, 
allow the appeal, stating at the sama 
time, though it is perhaps hardly neces¬ 
sary to do so. that we express no opinion 
on tho (luostion wliothor the plaintiff's 
have ox-propriotary rights in the sir lauds. 

The claim clearly is not a matter for tha 
Civil Court. 

Banerji, J. ;—i am entirely of the sama 
opinion and have very little to add. Tha 


(10) (1910) 6 1.C. 47, 
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learned Vakil for the respondents laid 
•considerable stress on the fact that the 
plaintiffs were no parties to the suit in 
which the decree against Amir Singh was 
obtained, in execution whereof the equity 
of redemption in the property in question 
was put up for sale and purchased by the 
mortgagee. In the recent rulings of this 
Court and of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council, it has been held that in the case 
of a joint Hindu family the manager of the 
family represents the whole family. The 
present plaintiffs must, therefore, bo 
deemed (if they existed at the time) to 
have been represented by Amir Singh in 
the suit which was brought against him, 
and they were thus parties to that suit. 
As the learned Chief Justice has observed, 
the plaintiffs cannot claim a higher title 
than that which Amir Singh could have 
set up in respect of the mortgage made by 
him. If Amir Singh could not maintain 
the present suit, uo more can the plain¬ 
tiffs. 

This leads to the question whether by 
reason of the provisions of S. 99 of 
the Transfer of Property Act, the auction- 
sale at which Rani Dharam Raj Kunwar 
purchased the equity of redemption was 
a nullity. As has been pointed out by the 
learned Chief Justice, the course of rulings 
in this Court has been that such a sale is 
merely voidable, and not having been 
avoided before confirmation, it binds the 
mortgagor and those whom he represented 
as the managers of the joint family. I 
deem it unnecessary to refer to those 
rulings. The only case in which a con¬ 
trary view was held was that of Jhahha 
Lal V. Ghajju Mai (6), decided by Mr. 
Justice Dillon. With all respect I am 
unable to agree with him. 

The next case on which the learned 
Vakil for the respondents relies is the re¬ 
cent ruling in Sirdar Singh v. Ratan Lal 
(7). In that case Mr. Justice Rafique dis¬ 
tinguished the cases reported in Tara 
Chand v. Imdad Husain (1), Bank Bal v. 
Manni Lal [l\)yKishan Lal v. Umrao 
Singh (5), on the ground that the sale in 
those cases was not in favour of the mort¬ 
gagee bub in favour of a third party. 
With great deference I fail to see any dis¬ 
tinction between the case of a purchase 
by the mortgagee and that of a purchase 
by a third party. What the section de¬ 
clares is that a mortgagee shall not be 


<11) (1905) 27 All. 450=2 A. L. J. 121 = 

(1905) A. W. N. 42. 


entitled to bring to sale the equity of 
redemption of his mortgagor in execution 
of any claim which he may have, whether 
arising under the mortgage or not. It 
does nob prohibit the purchase of the pro¬ 
perty by the mortgagee, if the Court per¬ 
mits him to purchase it and allows a 
sale to take place. If S. 99 does not 
render a sale in violation of the section 
absolutely null and void, thei’e is nothing 
to prevent a mortgagee purchasing under 
such a sale with the leave of the Court. 
It has been held by their Lordships of the 
Privy Council that a mortgagee who 
purchases with the leave of the Court is 
exactly in the same position as any other 
purchaser. Therefore, the fact of the 
purchaser being a person other than the 
mortgagee, in my opinion, makes no diffe¬ 
rence so far as the application of S. 99 is 
concerned. The learned Judges in that 
case do not, as it seems to me, go the 
length of holding that a sale in contraven¬ 
tion of S. 99 is absolutely void. If that 
is so, and if such a sale is only voidable, 
it not having been avoided before confir¬ 
mation, the title of the mortgagor or of 
those whom he represents or of those who 
derive title from him passes absolutely to 
the purchaser, and no right remains in 
those persons by virtue of which they can 
claim redemption. 

Tudbali, J Iconcur.' 

By the Court. :—The order of the 
Court is that the appeal is allowed and 
the plaintiffs’ suit is dismissed with costs 
in all Courts, including fees in this Court 
on the higher scale. 

Appeal allowed. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Bhure Lal —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Jagan Nath and another —Defendants- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 204 of 1914, decided 
on 2nd January, 1915, from the decision 
of the Disb. J., Jhansi, dated 15th Novem¬ 
ber, 1913. 

U. P. Land Revenue Act {III of 1901)^ S. 118 — 
Duly of CO- sharer to get ground rent fixed for 
sile of his building allotted to other co sharer in 
partition—Failure would deprive him of the site. 

Where in a partition proceeding before a 
Revenue Court a site of a building occupied by 
a co-sharer is allotted to the share of the other 
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oo'sbarer, It is iDcumbent upon the oO'sbarer in 
possession of the bulldiog to invite the alten* 
tion of the Kevenue Authorities at the time of 
the partition to the existence of the building 
and to ask for an order fixing aground-rent 
under the proviaioos of S. 118 of the Land 
Bevenue Aoi; and if he fails to do so, the other 
co'owner is entitled to possession in aooordanoe 
with the partition decree and only an opportu¬ 
nity lo remove the materials of the building can 
be allowed to him. (5 I. C. 664, foil.-, 22 All. 329 
(1906) A.W.N. 194, Ref.). [P. 75 C. 1 ] 

Gokul Prasad —for Appellant, 

Benode Behari —for Eespondents. 

Judgment:—This is a second appeal 
by a plaintiff whose suit has been dis¬ 
missed by both the Courts below. An 
unfortunate feature of the litigation is tliat 
the plaintiff’s case was not properly laid 
before the lower Appellate Court. There 
had been a remand by tliat Court upon 
certain questions of fact, and findings 
were returned by the Court of first ins¬ 
tance on the issues thus remitted, When 
the case then came before tlie learned 
District Judge for a final decision it was 
conceded in argument before him that, if 
the findings of the first Court on the re¬ 
manded issues were accepted, the plain¬ 
tiff 3 suit must fail. This second appeal 
has now been filed upon a precisely oppo¬ 
site contention, namely, that if the find¬ 
ings arrived at by the Court of first 
instance, and endorsed by the lower 
Appellate Court, boaccoptod. the plaintiff’s 
claim must bodocreotl. The jilaintiff sued 
for possession of a certain plot of land 
with certain trees standing thereon by 
demolition of certain constructions ad¬ 
mittedly erected on the land in suit by 
the dofentlants. Tliaso constructions ap¬ 
pear to ho an onclosuro-wall and a thatch¬ 
ed sliod. TIio plaiiitilf’s document of 
title is a jiartition decree of -luly tho 1st, 
IpiO, l)y a Jtovonuo Court, To this jiarti- 
tion the jilaintiff and tho dofondauts 
wero botli i)ai'tios as co-sliarors in tho 
saino )tUfhaL Tho Rovenuo Court allotted 
tho land in suit, with tho trees standing 
thcroon, to tho nidliol of tho jilaintiff. It 
would a)ii)ear that no question was raised 
at the time as to tlio oxistonco of any 
building on tlio land in suit, for tho jiarti- 
tion order siiociCics it simjily as parti or 
waste land. Jt necessarily follows that 

no action was taken under S. US of tho 
Land Rovonuo Act (Local Act Til of 1901). 
It has now boon found that for many 

years prior to tho partition of 1910 thoro 
had boon buildings on tho land in suit and 


that the 
prior to 
exclusive 
of the 
them as 


said laud had for many years- 
the partition been in th^ 
occupation and possession 
defendants, being used by 
a yard or enclosure for the 
custody of cattle. It appears that what¬ 
ever buildings originally existed on this 
land had sometime or other fallen into- 
disrepair, for the finding is that the exist¬ 
ing buildings have been re erected by the 
defendants upon old foundations. The 
case might perhaps have been made clearer 
if there had been a finding as to whether 
this re-erection of buildings upon old 
foundations took j^lace before or after the 
partition of 1910. In view of the fact 
that both parties at the time of the parti* 
tion acquiesced iu the description of this 
land as parti or waste, and that no ques¬ 
tion was then raised regarding the exis¬ 
tence of any buildings thereon, or the 
applicability of S. 118 of the Land 
Revenue Act to tho circumstances then 
existing. I am not sure that I should not 
be justified in presuming against the de¬ 
fendants that the re-erection of the build¬ 
ing took place subsequently to the 
partition. T do not, however, consider 
this point material. The case is, in ray 
opinion, governed by the decision of a 
Bench of this Court in Letters Patent 
.-Vjipeal No. 13 of 1909 [Nandan Pat 
Tewari v. Padha Keshnn Kahrar (1)] 
which decision has been reported in 
Volume 5 of tho Indian Cases at page 664. 
Tlie decision of the Revenue Court in the 
jiarfcition case must ho accejitod as conclu¬ 
sive of the fact that, up to July 1st. 1910, 
the jdaiutilT and tho defendants were 
joint owners of the land in suit. The 
exclusive jioasossion and occupation of the 
dofenilants jn'ior to that date can only be 
regarded as having boon the jiossesaiou of 
a co-owuer. and tiieroforo, nob adverse as 
against tho jdaintiiT. If tho defendants 
had intended or desired to sot up any 
claim to exclusive title in respect of this 
land, they wove hound to do so in the 
course of tho jiartition. Tho RovonuoCourt 
then, us it had juvisdiotion to do. took 
this jiioeo of joint land and assigned it to 
tlio niaJia! of tho jdaintilY. From that 
date the Jilaintiff heoamo tho sole owner 
of this plot of land and is /'rimu faciA 
entitled to jiossossion of tho same as against 
tho defendants. According to tho view taken 
by this Court in this case above referred 
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to ife was incumbent upon the defendants, 
assuming that any buildings constructed 
or occupied by them were in existence on 
the land in suit at the time of the parti¬ 
tion, to have invited the attention of the 
Revenue Court at the time to the existence 
of these buildings and to have asked for 
an order fixing a ground-rent under the 
provisions of S. 118 of the Land Revenue 
Act. As they failed to do this the plaintiff 
is now entitled to possession in accord¬ 
ance with the partition decree, and the 
utmost which the defendants can ask is to 
be allowed an opportunity to remove the 
materials of the building standing on the 
land in suit. This view of the law has 
been contested in argument before me on 
behalf of the defendants-respondents on 
the strength of certain reported decisions 
of this Court. Such cases as that of Ashiq 
Husain v. Muhammad Jan (2) have no 
real bearing on the question now before 
me. They merely lay down the principle 
that in a partition under the Land Re¬ 
venue Act the Revenue Court cannot 
partition buildings or the materials 
thereof, but is only concerned with 
the partition of the land. This prin¬ 
ciple is perfectly correct and is in no 
way inconsistent with the view of the law 
taken in the case of Nandan Pat Teivari 
V. Badha Keshun Kalwar (1). There is 
one case decided by a single Judge of this 
Court upon which some argument in sup¬ 
port of the respondents' case might bo 
based. That is the ease of Isioar Prasad 
V. Jagarnath Singh (3). The facts of that 
case were somewhat peculiar, inasmuch as 
the plaintiff was seeking to take advan¬ 
tage of the allotment of a certain plot of 
land to him on partition in order to secure 
the demolition of a portion of a valuable 
building, the greater part of which stood 
on land of which the plaintiff was not the 
owner. The learned Judge who decided 
that case did suggest, though apparently 
by way of obiter dichim, that it might 
still be open to the plaintiff in the 
case before him to obtain an order fixing a 
ground-rent for the land of which he was 
the owner under the provisions of S. 124 
of the former Land Revenue Act of 1873. 
That same learned Judge was a member of 
the Bench which decided the case of 
Nandan Pat Tewari v. Badha Keshan 
Kalwar (1) already referred to. I think 
he would have been prepared to distin- 


(2) (1900) 22 All. 329=1900 A.W.N. 116. 

(3) (1906) A. W. N. 194. 


guish the two cases; whether this be so or 
not, it is the view of the law laid down 
by a Bench of two Judges which is bind¬ 
ing upon me now. I am of opinion, there¬ 
fore, that this appeal must prevail. I set 
aside the decree of both the Courts below 
and in lieu thereof I give the plaintiff a 
decree for recovery of possession over the 
land in suit, with the trees standing there¬ 
on, subject to the condition that the 
defendants will be allowed six weeks from 
the date of this decree within which to 
remove the materials of any buildings 
standing on the land in suit which they 
may see fit to remove. After expiration 
of this period the plaintiff will be given 
possession of the land and trees and of 
any buildings which may have been left 
standing thereon. The plaintiff is entitled 
to his costs, but not in my opinion to his 
costs in the lower Appellate Court, as the 
present appeal might not have been neces¬ 
sary if the plaintiff’s case had been laid, 
before that (Dourt as it has now been in 
second appeal. I allow the plaintiff his 
costs in the first Court and this Court. 

Appeal allowed. 
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Banerji, J. 

Sunder Lal and others —Defendants-Ap- 
pellants 



Dharam Pal and others —Plaintiffs-Res- 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 326 of 1915, decided 
on 19th Alarch, 1915, from the decision of 
the Addl. Sub-J., Aligarh, dated 17tli 
December, 1914. 

Partition—Trees go with the land in revenue 
partition unless otherwise provided. 

Trees growing upon land, the subject of a 
partition by the Revenue Authorities, go with 
the land and if not excluded must bo deemed to 
have been allotted to him to whom the land was 
allotted. (23 All. 291, Foil). [P. 76, G. 1.] 

Bhagwati Shanker —for Appellants. 

Judgment: —This appeal arises out of 
a suit for possession of a plot of land 
No. 425 together with trees standing 
thereon and for damages for the value of a 
tree cut down by the defendants. The 
Court of first instance found that the land 
belonged jointly to the parties but that 
under a partition which took place in 
1906, it had been allotted to the share of 
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the plaintiffs. It was, therefore, of opinion 
that the plaintiffs were entitled to posses¬ 
sion of the land. It, however, held that the 
trees had been planted by the defendants’ 
ancestors and that the plaintiffs were not 
entitled to them. That Court whilst de¬ 
creeing tlie claim for possession dismissed 
it in respect to the trees. The defendants 
submitted to the decree of the Court below, 
but the plaintiffs appealed. The lower 
Appellate Court has held and, I think 
rightly, that as under the partition of 1906 
the land was allotted to the plaintiffs and 
the trees were not excluded from the 
plaintiffs’ share, they must be deemed to 
have been allotted to the plaintiffs along 
with the land. Tliis was the view held by 
a Full Bench of tliis Court in Muhammad 
Sadiq V. Laute Ham (1). In that case it 
was held that trees growing upon land, 
the subject of a partition by the lievenue 
Authorities, go with tlio laud and may 
properly be partitioned along with it by 
the Revenue Autiiorities. Tliercforo, even 
if the trees had belonged to the parties 
jointly or to the defendants exclusively 
before the partition, after jiartition tliey 
become tlie property of the plaintiffs. 
Furtliermorc, the lower Appellate Court 
was of opinion tliat it had not been esta¬ 
blished tliat tlio defendants’ ’ ancestors 
planted the trees and wore the exclusive 
owners thereof before the partition. This 
may be an erroneous linding, but being 
one of fact must bo accepted in second a])- 
peal. There is, therefore, no force in tho 
appeal. I accordingly dismiss it. 

Appeal dismissed, 

(1) (1901) 23 All. 2‘J1 = 1901 A W.N. 80. 
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Kxox, J. 

Mt. Kaahmiro Auotion-purahasc 
Applicant 

v. 

Hatim Ali Khan —Applicant-Rospo 
dent. 

Civil Revn. Applu. No. 107 of 1914. cl 

cidoc on 8th January. 1915, from tho ord 

of the Dist. J., Allahahad, dated 10 
March, 1914. 

Civil P. 0, (r of 190S), o. 21 7 ? SO —Pri 

A prior mortgagoo of a property sold at auoti. 
^ property by virtue ol 

m 1 salolhois assu 

ontitl^^d 0 apply to have tho sale sot aside und 

A.\[, K. 89 , case-law Ref, [p. 73^ q j 


Damodar Das —for Applicant. 

A, Haider, Muhammad Kzisa/and Abdul 
Bari —for Respondent. 

Judgment:—Certain property, to wit 
one anna 8 pics 10 karants seven jau out 
of a 3-annas share in Monza Pauran, 
Mahal Talab Ali, was sold in execution of a 
decree. 

The notification of sale is to bo found 
on tho record as paper 11 C. The language 
used is very specific. Tho Court gave 
notice to would-be purchasers that it was 
selling not the interest in certain lands, 
but was selling a well-defined and specific 
part of iinmovable property. There is no 
allusion to any charges or incumbrances 
on the property and the ordinary moaning 
of the notification of the sale, which any 
purchaser would have a right to pub upon 
it, was tliat this clearly defined and speci¬ 
fic property was being sold by tho Court, 

After the sale and within the period 
allowed by law Hatim Ali cima forward 
and in an ap])lication, which is to be found 
as 18-A on the record, ajiplied to have the 
sale sot aside on depositing in Court tha 
5 per cent, of the purchase-money for pay¬ 
ment to the purchaser and the amount 
sjiecified in the proclamation of sale for 
payment to tho decree-holder. In his ap¬ 
plication Hatim Ali does state incidental¬ 
ly that ho was a murtahiy\ mukuddam 
or iirior mortgagee of the property sold. 

Tho Munsif of Allahabad in whose 
Conrt this application was tiled allowed it 
and sob aside the auction-sale. Tha 
learned Judge of Allahahad to whom an 

appeal from this order was pi*osented by 
^fusammat Kashmiro Bibi agreed with 
tho view taken by tlio Court of first in¬ 
stance and dismissed tho appeal. 
viat Kashmiro Bibi was tho auotion- 
purchasor and she a]iplied to this Court 
in revision, on grounds that tho Courts 
below liad no jurisdiction to entertain tha 
application of Hatim Ali. that Hatim Ali 
Khan was a prior mortgagoo of this pro¬ 
perty and this being tho ease, ho was not 
a person who hold an interest in tho pro- 
>orty sold by virtue of a title aciiuirod 
leforo the sale and ho had no locus 
and tiio Courts acted without jurisdiction 
in accepting and coming to a deoision 
upon his aiiplication. There was a further 
ploa that tlio Courts below acted with 
material irregularity in sotting aside tha 
sale of tho property at tho iustauoe of suoh 
a person as Hatim Ali. 
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The line which the learned Vakil for 
the applicant took in argument before me 
was that the property sold in this case was 
the equity of redemption over the one 
anna, etc., share and this being the case, 
he was not a person who had acquired an 
interest in the property by virtue of a title 
acquired before such sale. 

In support of his contention reference 
was made to several rulings passed before 
the present Code of Civil Procedure came 
into force. I do not mention those rulings 
because the language used in S. 310-A 
was very different from the language now 
used in O. XXI, B. 89, which has taken 
the place of S. 310-A. But special 
stress was laid amongst those rulings on 
the Pull Bench ruling of this Court in 
Bam Shankar Lai v. Ganesh Prasad (1), 
in which it was held that the words “pro¬ 
perty comprised in the mortgage*’ as used 
in S. 85 were probably intended to denote 
no more than the estate or interest which 
is the subject of any particular mortgage, 
that is, if the mortgage be a mortgage 
of the absolute estate in the land, then 
the land itself, if it be a puisne mortgage, 
then the interest in the laud of the 
mortgagor, that is, the equity of redemp¬ 
tion. 

The principle laid down in that ruling 
would strongly favour the contention of 
the learned Vakil. He continued to draw 
attention to a ruling of this Court in 
Muhammad Ahynadullah Khan v. Ahmad 
Said Khan (2). That case, however, was a 
very peculiar case and cannot be safely 
relied upon as having universal application. 
The decree-holder in that case held two 
decrees against the same judgment-debtor, 
the one being a decree for sale on two mort¬ 
gages and the other a simple money decree, 
and caused part of the mortgaged property 
to be sold by auction. After it was sold 
and purchased by a stranger the same 
decree-holder applied to get the sale set 
aside. The learned Judges refused to con¬ 
sider the decree-holder as a person entitled 
to apply under O. XXI, B. 89. The 
line which was adopted is not without 
interest so far as the present case is con¬ 
cerned. It was held that “ ordinarily a 
mortgagee of the property sold is a person 
who has an interest in it, and in view of 
the provisions of B. 89, he would be com¬ 
petent to make an application, but we have 
to consider the facts of this particular 

(1) 11907) 29 All. 385 = 4 A. L. J. 273 = (1907) 

A.W.N. 97 (P.B.). 

(2) (1911) 101.0. 863 = 33 All. 481. 


case. Here the holder of the decree for 
money was also the holder of two mort¬ 
gages in respect of the property of which 
he sought to have a sale. He caused the- 
property to be sold either free from the* 
mortgages or subject to the mortgages. If 
it was sold free from the mortgages, he 
must be deemed to have abandoned his 
mortgages and in that case he has no in¬ 
terest, in the property sold. If he caused 
the property to be sold subject to tlie mort¬ 
gages, the sale only related to the interest 
of the mortgagor, that is, his right ol 
redemption. In this right of redemption 
the mortgagee has no interest.” 

In the present case the property which 
the Court has professed to sell and which 
was sold was the property i.e., the one- 
anna odd share in Mouza Pauran, Mahal 
Talab Ali, and in that property Hatim Ali 
Khan had undoubtedly an interest by a 
title acquired before the sale. The Court 
had jurisdiction to entertain the applica¬ 
tion. Under the special circumstances of 
the case when the Court entertained his 
application, all that it knew was that 
certain immovable property had been sold 
in execution of the decree and that the 
person applying had a right by virtue of a 
title acquired before the sale to have the 
sale set aside. The plea then that the 
Court had no jurisdiction does not prevail 
with me. 

There remains the question, whether the 
Court, when it was in possession of the 
facts of the case, acted with material 
irregularity in setting aside the sale of the 
property at the instance of a person who 
had under O. XXI, B. 89, acquired a 
title before the sale, still to bo answered. 

Looking to the very wide language used 
in 0. XXI, B. 89, I am not prepared 
to hold that Hatim Ali Khan did not hold 
an interest in the property. The language 
of S. 85 of the Transfer of Property 
Act differs considerably from the language 
used in 0. XXI, B. 89. Ordinarily I 
should have followed the I’uling of this 
Court in Muhammad Ahamadullah Khan 
V. Ahma d Said Khan (2), but that case, as 
I have already said, is a very peculiar caso 
and the Judges had before them the pecu¬ 
liar circumstances of the applicant. 

Srinvasa Ayyangar v. Ayyathorai Pillai 
(3), which was a case decided before the 
present Code came into force, was a very 
similar case to the one befox’e me and it 
was held that a mortgagee came within the 


(3) (1898) 21 Mad. 416=8 M.L.J, 54. 
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words “owner of immovable property” of 
S. 310-A of the former Code. Hafcim 
All Khan did in my opinion hold an in¬ 
terest in the property sold by virtue of a 
title acquired before the sale and he could 
apply to have it set aside. 

The pleas taken fail and the application 
is dismissed. 

As regards costs, there is this important 
fact that Hatim Ali was called upon by 
the Court which was selling the property 
to produce his mortgage-deed at tlie time 
it was making an inquiry into the property 
sold, but he did not produce the mortgage- 
deed. Under such circumstances I make 
the order that each party bear its own 
costs. 

Application dismissed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 78. 

Tudball and Hafique, JJ. 

Jvooi Lai and others —Defendants- 
Appellants 

V. 

Kishen Lai and others —(Plaintiffs) and 
another (Defendant9)-Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 241 of 1913, decided 
on 6tli March. 1915, from the decision of 
the Sub-J., Cawnpore, dated 21st April, 
1912. 

Limitation Act [IX of 1903), Art. G0~Art,G0 
governs suit for recovery of deposits—Time runs 
from demand. 

A auU to recover money deposited on interest 
with a firm is governed by Art. 00 of the Limi¬ 
tation Act and the time runs from the date of 
demand. [P. 80, C. 1.] 

Sundar Lai, Tej Bahadur Sapru and 
Gulzari Lai —for Appellants. 

B. E. O’Conor, TU. Wallach and Shiam 
Krishna Bar —for Ilosi)ondont3. 

Judgment :—This is an apiieal by one 
sot of defendants as ngainst the plaintilf 
and the second sot of defendants and 
arises out of a suit for tlio recovery of 
money brought in the following circum¬ 
stances. 

The plaintiff’s father used to deposit 

sums of money on interest with the fmn 

of llaij Nath-llam Nath until his death in 
August, 1897. He loft him surviving his 
widow and the plaintiiT, his son, who was 
then a minor and who at the date of the 

present suit in 1912 was about lOj years 
old. Payments of various sums on aooount 
were made by the firm to the plaintiff's 


mother from time to time up to the year 
1905. 

In this year the firm of Baij Nath-Ram 
Nath which was a joint family concern, 
split up into two firms, owing to a separa¬ 
tion of the family. These two new firms 
were Baij Nath-Juggi Lai, represented by 
the present appellants, and Baldeo Das- 
Kedar Nath, represented by the second set 
of defendants-respondents. 

The two branches divided up nob only 
their properties but also their liabilities. 
Each of the new firms took over those lia¬ 
bilities which were due to relations more 
closely connected to it than to the other 
firm. For this reason the second set of 
defendants took over the liability for the 
debt due to the plaintiff, inasmuch as the 
plaintiff's father’s sister was the wife of 
Kedar Nath. The defendant Murli Dhar 
alias Mul Chand (of the second set) is the 
son of Kedar Nath and ho has in clear 
terms admitted that his branch took over 
this liability. 

It is also a fact that after the partition 
a number of payments were made to the 
plaintiff’s mother and they were all made 
by tlio branch firm of Baldeo Das-Kedar 
Nath. ^Vh9n the plaintiff came of age 
(eighteen years), lie asked for paynionb 
of the amount standing to his credit. 
Both branches refused payment to 
tlie present appellants, stating that they 
were no longer liable and the plaintiff 
must seek his remedy against the second 
set of defendants. 

The plaintiff has aooordingly sued both 
sets of defendants. 

The pleas raised in defence by the pre¬ 
sent apjiellants with which wo are now 
concerned in this appeal were three in 
number, no others having boon pressed 
before us. 

The first was that at the time of the 
separation tlio liability in question was 
taken over by the second sob of defendants 
and tiio plaintiff's mother OKprossly oon- 
sontod to this and agreed to look to Baldeo 
D.vs-Kodar Nath for payment. The plaintiff 
is bound by this consent and the appellants 
are no longer liable for tlio money. The 
next is that the suit is barred by limita¬ 
tion. The third is that the appellants are 
entitled to sot off a sum of money’ about 

Rs. 5.100. 

Tlio Subordinate Judge hold as follows:— 

(1) that the ovidonoo was insufficient to 
prove tho alleged oousont of the mother, 

(2) that the suit was not barred by 
limitation, 
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(3) that the defendants had failed to 
prove that any sum as mentioned was due 
from the firm of Jodh Earn Chunni Lai, 
for which the plaintiff's father was liable 
^and which the appellants were entitled to 
debit to the account of the plaintiff. 

It repelled the other defences and gave 
the plaintiff a decree for the sum of 

Es. 13,231-10-3 with future interest and 
■costs. 

The above three pleas are again pressed 
before us. 

Taking first the question of the mother’s 
•alleged consent and assuming that it would 
be binding if proved on the plaintiff, we 
ifind ourselves unable to hold that the 
■evidence establishes beyond reasonable 
doubt that the mother actually came to 
•such an agreement as is contemplated in 
S. 62 of the Contract Act. 

The only evidence is the statement of 
Lala Juggi Lai alone and the fact that after 
the separation whatever payments were 
•made to the mother were made by Murli 
Dhar. Murli Dhar states openly that as 
between his branch and the appellants the 
former alone, is liable if the suit be not 
barred by limitation, but he denied that 
the plaintiff’s mother was a party to the 
agreement between the two branches. Lala 
Juggi Lai's evidence is too vague and 
wanting in detail to carry conviction to 
our minds that the widow gave any 
intelligent consent to the agreement. We 
doubt very much that she could have 
"understood the legal effect thereof and she 
at the most probably merely did as she 
w^as told to do, in going to Murli Dhar 
for money. The alleged novation is not 
proved. 

The next question is that of limitation. 
It is urged that under Art. 59 of the Act 
of 1877, the present claim had become 
time-barred before the present Act had 
come into force and that under the ruling 
of this Court in Dliaram Das v. Gamja 
Devi (1), Art. 59 of the Act of 1877 ap¬ 
plied to the circumstances of this case. 

The firm of Baij Nath-Eam Nath did 
banking business and the plaintiff’s father 
deposited his money with them on the 
condition that interest would be payable 
and that the banker would re-pay the 
money on demand. Article 59 of the Act 
of 1877 applied to the case of money lent 
under an agreement that it shall be paya¬ 
ble on demand. Article 60 referred to the 


(1) (1907) 29 All. 773*4 A. L. J. 628=1907 
A.W.N. 263. 


case of money deposited “under an agree¬ 
ment that it shall be payable on demand.” 

The basis of the decision in Dharam Das 
V. Gati'ja Devi (l) was that the ordinary 
dealings between a native banker and his 
customers are in the nature of loans made 
by the latter to the former. 

In the course of their judgment the 
learned Judges said:—‘Tt is far from easy 
to say to what class of cases the Legis¬ 
lature meant Art. 60 to apply. It may 
apply to the transactions between a banker 
and his customers known as 'fixed deposits* 
or it may apply only to deposits of money 
made with a private person.” 

They pointed to the conflict of authority 
on the question and referred to an un¬ 
reported decision in First Appeal No. 96 
of 1832, decided on 4th April, 1885, as a 
guide and held that Art. 59 applied. 
Personally we have doubts as to the 
correctness of the decision. 

Article 60 was a new Article and appear¬ 
ed for the first time in the Act of 1877 and 
drew a distinction between money "lent'’ 
and money deposited" under an agreement 
that it shall be payable on demand. In 
the one case the time began to run from 
the date of tlie loan and in the other case 
from the date of the demand. It seems to 
us that it was necessary to see in each case 
whether in fact the transaction was a loan 
or what in ordinary banking language is 
known as a deposit.” It does not suffice 
to say that a deposit is in the nature of a 
loan. Every deposit, fixed or otherwise, 
is in the nature of a loan in a banking 
concern but the Legislature, it seems to 
us. clearly wished to draw a distinction 
between the ordinary loan and that class 
of loan usually known as a deposit, when 
it introduced Art. 60 for the first time. 
None of the parties to this suit have called 
the present transaction a loan. They all 
speak of it as a deposit in the usual bank¬ 
ing sense and it can easily be distinguished 
from an ordinary loan. However it is ap- 
pai'ent that there was considerable conflict 
of opinion. The various cases are noted 
in the judgment in Dharam Das v. Ganqa 
Devi (1). The Limitation Act of 1877 has 
now been replaced by the Act IX of 1903, 
and it is evident from the addition made 
therein to the language of Art. 60, that 
the Legislature had before it this conflict 
of opinion and to make its intention clear 
and reinove the doubt, added the words 
“including money of a customer in the 
hands of hia banker so payable” to 
Art. 60. In our opinion this was no 
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alteration of the law, but only language 
used to make clear the real intention of the 
Legislature when in 1877 it for the first 
time enacted Art. 60. The Legislature 
having thus stepped in and made its mean¬ 
ing clear, there is no necessity for us to 
refer the point for decision of a larger 
Bench. 

We, therefore, hold that Art. 60 does 
apply. Time began to run from the date 
of the demand and as the suit was brought 
within three years thereof, there is no bar 
of limitation in favour of either set of 
defendants. 

The third plea is that the defendants 
are entitled to deduct the sum of about 
Rs. 5,100, which was due from the firm of 
Jodhraj-Chunni Lai. The story is that 
the plaintiff's father Ram Chandra, when 
he deposited money with Ram Nath-Baij 
Nath, was in the employment of the firm 
of Jodhraj-Chunni Lai, that tlie two firms 
began to deal with each other and Ram 
Chandra agreed that his money sliould ho 
security for any sum which might fall duo 
to Ram Nath-Baij Nath from Jodhraj- 
• Chunni Lai and that any such sum should 
be deducted when the money of Ram 
Chandra was r 0 -i>aid. We agree with the 
Court below that the evidence on the point 
is most unconvincing. As a matter of fact 
the sura which Jodhraj-Chunni Lai owed 
to Ram Nath-Baij Nath was actually 
written off by the latter firms as a " bad 
debt.” Ram Chandra dioil in 1897. At no 
time has the sura over been debited to his 
account, as it most certainly would have 
been debited if ho had stood surety for 
Jodhraj-Chunni Lai. Wo do not boliove 
the story and the evidence does not con¬ 
vince us and wo hold against the appel¬ 
lants. The result of our findings is that 
the a])poal fails and wo dismiss it. Wo 
award costs to the plaintilT. The second 
set of defendants, who are tlio persons 
really at fault in tlio matter, will boar 
their own costs of this appeal. 

Apiwal disjuissciL 
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Knox, J. 

Budhu Khan —Defomlant-Applicant 

V. 

Tlamiman Pershad —PlaiutilJ- Respon¬ 
dent. 

Civil Revn. Apidu. No. 100 of 1011, de¬ 
cided on 8th January, 1015, from the deci¬ 


sion of the Sm. C. Court J., Allahabad^ 
dated 7th May, 1914. 

Civil P. O., (V of 1908), S. 115—Question of 
plaintiff's right to sue as agent cannot be raised 
in revision—Provincial Small Cause Courts' Act 
{IX of 18S7), S. 25 . [P. 80, C. 2.] 

The objeettoo, whether the plaiotiQ is or is 
not the sgeut of a psttioular person on whose 
behalf he has sued to reoover money in tho^ 
Court of Small Causes, oannot be taken for the 
first time in the High Court in revision, (12 
Bom. 68 Foil.) 

Nihal Chaud —for Applicant. 

G. L, Agarwala —for Respondent. 

Judgment:—The applicant for revision- 
in this case is one Budhu Khan, who des¬ 
cribes himself as a broker at Allahabad, 
A suit was brought against Budlni Khan 
and one Gaya Din in the Court of Small 
Causes at Allahabad. In that suit one- 
Hanuman Pershad apparently represented 
himself as an agent of His Highness the 
Maharaja of Darbhanga and got a decree- 
against tlio apidicant and Gaya Din. No 
objection appears to have been taken upon 
the point whether Hanuman Pershad was 
or was nob an agent of the Maharaja. The 
point is, however, taken for the first time! 
in this application for revision. I am not 
prepared to entertain it when raised for 
the first time at this stage. I prefer to 
follow the prinoii)lo3 laid down in the 
case of Parvatibai v. Vinayak Pandiiranij 

A second point is I'aised in the applica¬ 
tion, i.i\, tliat in face of the lease executed 
by Gaya Din no docroo should have been 
passed against the applicant who acted as^ 
a broker only. Tliis point was considered 
by the Court of Small Causes and th& 
Court came bo the conclusion tluvb Budhu 
was the lessee, though Giya ]')in’s name 
was pub in the lease. The Court found 
that Budhu was nob a broker bub a lessee 
and was liable for the balance of the claim 
made. 

This being a f^mall Cause Court suit, I 
consider substantial jnstico has boon done- 
and I dismiss the application with costs. 

Application dismissed. 


(1) (ISSS) 12 Bom, 63. 
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A. L R. 1915 Allahabad 81 (1). 

Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 
Kkushhaliram —Applicant-Appellant 


V. 

Bholar Mai and others —Opposite 
Parties-Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 113 of 1914, decided 
on 5feh February, 1915, from the order of 
the Addl. Dist. J., Meerut. 

Provincial Insolvency Act {III of 1907), S, 36 
—Enquiry into a challenged mortgage debt must 
be made* 

Where in a proceeding under the Insolvency 
Act one of the creditors challenges the mortgage 
debt of another on the ground that the mortgage 
deed was fictitiously executed by the insolvent 
to prejudice other oreidtors, the Judge is bound 
to enquire into the question. [P. 81, G. 1 & 2.] 

Sital Prasad Ghosh —for Appellant. 

Surendra Nath Sen —-for Respondents. 

Judgment: —This is an appeal from 
an order passed by the Additional Judge 
of Meerut in an insolvency proceeding. 
One Mutsaddi Lai applied to be adjudicat¬ 
ed on insolvent, on the 10th of March, 
1914. His application was opposed by 
one of his creditors, named Khushhali 
Ram, on various grounds, but he was so 
adjudicated by an order of the same date 
On April 6th, 1914, Khushhali Ram, who 
was a creditor shown on the insolvent s 
schedule, presented an application to the 
Court, the rejection of which has led to 
the present appeal. The application was 
badly drafted. It referred to no definite 
section of the Provincial Insolvency Act 
and it alluded in a confused manner to 
two separate transactions, with one of 
which we are not now concerned. In 
substance, however, the application was 
one which deserved more consideration at 
the hands of the Additional Judge than 
it has received. The allegation was that 
a mortgage deed executed by the insolvent 
on the 26th of November, 1913, in favour 
of one Bholar Mai, for a sum of Rs. 1,500, 
was a fictitious transaction, entered into 
merely to prejudice the creditors of the 
executant. Whether the application is to 
be regarded as one asking for the removal 
of the name of Bholar Mai from the sche¬ 
dule of creditors, or as one falling under 
the provisions of S, 36 of the Provincial 
Insolvency Act (III of 1907); the matter 
was one which required investigation. The 
learned Additional Judge seems to have 
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thought that it was quite sufficient for 
him to note that he had before him a re¬ 
gistered document admittedly executed by 
the insolvent. He held that no further 
enquiry was required, or could properly 
be conducted, in the insolvency proceed¬ 
ings, and that Khushhali Ram's remedy 
if any, was by way of a separate suit. In 
our opinion the learned Judge misconceiv¬ 
ed the extent of his jurisdiction in insol¬ 
vency proceedings. He was bound to en¬ 
quire into this question of the alleged 
mortgage, at the instance of any creditor 
who claimed to be prejudiced thereby. 
He might have come to the conclusion 
that there had been a transfer by way of 
mortgage under circumstances calling for 
interference on his part under S. 36 of the 
Insolvency Act, or he might have found 
that there had been a imrely fictitious 
transaction, not involving any transfer; in 
either case the name of Bholar Mai would 
require to be removed from the list of 
creditors and the property purporting to 
be affected by this mortgage would become 
available for the benefit of ail the credi- 
tovs, free of incumbrance. We think that 
Khushhali Ram's application should have 
been taken up notice of the same given to 
the insolvent and to Bholar Mai, and the 
questions raised enquired into and de¬ 
cided. We set aside, accordingly, the order 
complained of and remand the case to the 
Oourt below with direction to enquire into 
the matter as stated above. The costs of 
this appeal will abide the result of the 
further enquiry hereby directed. 

Appeal alloiced] Case remanded. 


A.I.R. 1915 Allahabad 81 (2) (F.B.). 

Knox, Rafique and Piggott, Jj, 

In the matter of Shavibhu Diyal 

_ Civil Misc. Appl, No. 236 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on ISth December, 1914, on refer¬ 
ence by the Board of Revenue of the 

XT • « 


(a) Interpretation of Statute-Stamp Act is 
fiscal enactment and should be construed in favour 

of subject. 


r -w- 18 a fiscal enactment 

and Its provisions should be construed in favour 
of the subject. [-p_ ^7°^ J 

{h) sump Act (JJ 0 / 1899), S. i-Uttrument 
of Settle,nent o} properly on full stamp—Another 
instrument confirming first with certain altera- 
Uon IS to be charged wMh one rupee. 
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S and B executed an instrument setting forth 
a family arrangement regarding their joint pro¬ 
perty. The deed was stamped as a deed of parti¬ 
tion. Subsequently the two brothers executed 
another instrument, providing inter alia that 
the original deed of agreement should remain in 
force after certain alterations entered into later 
on and that both of them wore to remain equally 
binding : 

Held, that the principal deed having been 
charged with the full duty prescribed in Soh. I 
for eettlement of property, the later instrument 
was chargeable with a duly of one rupee only. 

[P. 82, 0. 2.] 

Byves —for the Crown. 

Judgment:—This is a reference by the 
chief controlling Revenue Authority of 
these Provinces made under R. 57 of Act 
II of 1899. The facts out of which it 
arises are stated by the Board of Revenue 
to be that on the 2nd of July, 1912, Raja 
Shambhu Dial and his brother Bahu Brij 
Kishore executed an instrument setting 
forth a family arrangement i’o::avding 
their joint property. The instrument was 
taken to the Collector of Cawnpore in ac¬ 
cordance with tlio provisions of S. 31 of 
the same Act and was held to be an in¬ 
strument of partition cliargeablo with a 
duty of Rs. 925. This duty was paid. On 
the 23rd of August, 1912, the two brothers 
took another instrument before tlio same 
Collector for adjudication as to projier 
stamp duty to 1)8 paid. This instrument 
provided inter alia that the original deed 
of aciveement, namely, of 2nd July, 1912, 
should remain in force after certain al- 
Itorations entered into later on. Both deeds 
I were to 1)0 equally binding. The altora- 
|tions referred to woro (1) sbinc alterations 
on purely nominal matters which need 
not 1)0 considorod; (2) instead of the sum 
of Rs. 1,009, fixed for travelling expenses 
in the deed of prior ditto, the sum of 
Rs. 1,500 was to lie sulistitutol. out of 
which Rs. 1,000 was to go to Raja 
Sliamhliu Dial and Rs. 500 to Hahn Ih ij 
Kishore; (3) tlio sum of Rs. 12.000, assess¬ 
ed value of the liouse, kothi. and garden, 
was raised to Rs. 15,000. This was to ho 
l)ai(l by ll:>ia Rhamhliu Dial to Bahu Brij 
Kislioro. The porioil of ])aymcnt whioli 
had boon fixed as one year was oxtondod 
to one and lialf year; (l) the ahatii was to 
ho made over to Ihihu Brij Kishore with¬ 
out any ooin]>onsation wlialovor; (5) Raja 
Shambhu Dial was to pay in any ease tlio 
sum of Us. 3,000, in the marriage ceremony 
of Bahu Brij Kislioro’s daughter; (G) a 
garden out of the joint stock was to ro- 
maiii in tho solo possession of Raja Shain- 


bhu Dial and Rs. 2,300 were to be given 
to Babu Brij Kishore. The original deed 
of agreement was to remain in force except 
so far as the above alterations were con¬ 
cerned. The Board of Revenue considered 
that the case fell within the principle laid 
down in the ruling of this Court in Civil 
Miscellaneous Case No. 79 of 1912 and 
were of opinion that the later instrument 
was a fresh instrument of partition to be 
stamped ad valorem. We sent for the 
ruling cited by the Board of Revenue. We 
are agreed that it has no bearing whatever 
upon the case before us. The obvious in¬ 
tention of the contracting parties was that 
the settlement of certain moneys and pro¬ 
perties covered by the deed of 2nd July, 
1912, should be re adjusted. No new pro¬ 
perty was introduced into the second deed. 
Both deeds were contingent upon the com¬ 
ing to pass of other events which were at 
the time of execution events in the future. 
Tlie intention was that they were to form 
and to be regarded as one deed. After 
carefully considering the language used in 
both deeds and remembering always that 
Act II of 1899 is a fiscal enactment, that 
its provisions should be construed in 
favour of tlie subject, wo hold that the 
present case falls within the purview of 
S. 4 of the Act. The principal instrument 
has beoen cliarged with the duty prescrib¬ 
ed in Sohedulo I for settlement of pro¬ 
perty. Tho later instrument is chargeable 
witli a duty of one rupee only. A copy 
of this our judgment under a seal of the 
Court and signature of tlio Registrar will 
ho sent to tho chief controlling Revenue 
Authority. 

lie/vrcncc ansu'cred. 

A. I. R. 1915 AlUhabad 82. 

TrDPALL, J. 

lla'lhuhar CJhiran — Defendant-Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

KrisJu'u liiilh'-'i —BlaiutiiV-Respondent. 

Second Appeal Xo. 78G of 1913, decided 
on-Itii Docoml'ev, 1914, from the deeision 
of tlio Dist. J., Cawnpore, dated 4th April, 
1913. 

A'lra Tenancy .Ic.* [It of 
I aoibarday'si duty to niainfain i!c\-orod5 irr«|)eC“ 
ti *‘0 of jyatu'iiri—Butden is him to yrove. 

It is tho duty of n Uimbardar to maintala 
aooounts of colloolion and disbursomonf. Tho 
f'lot that tho vllhiRO yaiicari maiiitaius aocouuts 
docs not exonoratd tho lambardar or froe him 
from his duty of miiutaiuiug his accounts. 
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In a suit for profits against a lamhardar^ onoe 
'the liability to aoooant has been admitted by 
iihe defendant or held proved against him, it is 
the duty of the Court trying the suit to oall upon 
the defendant to file his accounts and to produce 
'his books and prove his aooounls, [P.’83, 0.1.] 

The initial burden on the plaintifi is to prove 
'that the defendant lamhardar is liable to ao. 
count. This shifts the burden on to the lambar' 
dar to prove the accounts. When this has been 
done, it is open to the plaintifi to prove that 
there are uncollected items which would not 
have remained unoolleoted but for the negligence 
or misconduct of the defendant. [P. 83, C. 2,] 

A. P. Duhe —for Appellant. 

Harendra Krishna Mukerji —for Ees- 
5pondent. 

Judgment :—This is a simple suit for 
profits. When this appeal came before a 
learned Judge of this Court, he decided 
one issue and remitted another for a find¬ 
ing by the Court below. That Court has 
now found that the plaintiffs have failed 
iio prove that any items of the income re¬ 
mained uncollected by the lamhardar. 

The first Court granted a decree for pro¬ 
fits calculated on the collections as record’ 
■ed in the pativari's papers. 

The following table shows the demand 
and the collections recorded by the pat’ 
zvari :— 


Year. 

Demand. 

Collections 

••• 

141 15 e 

.47 14 3 

1 

1316 

624 2 0 

1 

1 132 2 0 

U3l7 ••• ••• 

624 10 0 

330 0 0 


The lower Appellate Court calculated 
profits on the figures in the demand column 
and decreed accordingly. 

This Court then remitted the issue 
noted above. 

Now this is a suit against a lamhardar 
who acts as the agent of the co-sharers in 
the management of the village. It is his 
duty as lamhardo.r to maintain accounts. 
In a suit of this nature once the liability 
to account has been admitted by the de¬ 
fendant or held proved against him, it is 
the duty of the Court trying the suit to 
call upon the defendant to file his accounts 
and to produce his books and prove his 
jaccounts. 

The fact that the village patxoari main¬ 
tains accounts does not exonerate the 


lamhardar or free him from his duty of 
maintaining his accounts. He, no doubt, 
is bound to furnish true information to 
the patwari to enable the latter to main¬ 
tain his hooks, but the patioari is not and 
cannot be always present when the lam-- 
hardar makes collections and it is a mis¬ 
take to look upon the patwari s accounts 
as the lamhardar's own accounts. 

To proceed, when the lamhardar has 
furnished accounts, it is open to the other 
side to challenge them. The Court then 
goes into the matter and settles the ac¬ 
counts and should then calculate the pro¬ 
fits on what it considers to be on the 
evidence, the correct figures showing 
actual receipts and disbursements. 

There is an exception to this. In S. 164 
(2) it is laid down that the Court may 
not only award a share of the profits 
actually collected, but also a share in such 
sum as the plaintiff may prove to have 
remained uncollected owing to the negli¬ 
gence or misconduct of the lamhardar. 

It must be noted that this refers only 
to such sum as may remain actually un¬ 
collected. 

This section does nob throw on the 
plaintiff the burden of proving the ac¬ 
counts. The initial burden on the plain¬ 
tiff is to prove that the defendant lamhar¬ 
dar is UMq to account. This shifts the 
burden then on the lamhardar to prove 
the accounts. When this has been done, 
it is open to the plaintiff to prove that 
there are uncollected items which would 
not have remained uncollected but for the 
negligence or misconduct of the defen¬ 
dant. 

Now in the present case, it was the 
plaintiff’s plea in the beginning (vide the 
plaint) and all through the suit that the 
accounts in the books were un¬ 

true or incoriect, that the defendant who 
is his brother and on bad terms with him, 
has intentionally not had recorded in the 
patwari s books the sums which lie has 
actually collected. 

Now the figures quoted above as record¬ 
ed in the/JaiJr’ar/’s books rouse the greatest 

suspicion that this charge is correct. The 
year* 1315 Fasli was, no doubt, a famine 
year and this explains tlie low demand 
and losv collections, though the Cawnpora 
District was not a famine district and is 
canal-irrigated. But in regard to the years 
1316 and 1317 FasHs there is no explana¬ 
tion offered for the low collections recorded 
iottio patwari s books. It has been alleged 
by the patwari that the defendant neither 
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Bued nor distrained for any rents in these 
years. The burden is, therefore, heavy 
on the defendant lambavdar to produce 
and prove his accounts. 

I see that he has not attempted to do 
anything of the sort, but neither of the 
Courts below called on him to produce his 
accounts and prove them and the pat- 
wari’s evidence is practically the only evi¬ 
dence. 

In my opinion the case should go back 
to the Court of first instance for re-trial. 
The Court should call upon the defendant 
to produce and prove his accounts and 
allow the plaintiff an opportunity of 
challenging them. It may be necessary to 
appoint a Commissioner to make a local 
inquiry from the tenantry if either party 
demands it. If the defendant refuses or 
fails to produce his accounts, then the 
Court may be justified in presuming that 
the lambardar has collected the whole of 
the income and decreeing accordingly: but 
the circumstances of each case must re¬ 
ceive due consideration and weight. If 
accounts are furnished and the Court 
comes to a decision as to the amount actu¬ 
ally collected, then it may have to con¬ 
sider those items which have remained un¬ 
collected by reason of the negligence or 
misconduct of the lambardar, if the plain¬ 
tiff raises the plea and gives evidence 
thereon. 

I, therefore, allow this appeal. I set 
aside the decrees of the Courts below and 
remand the suit to the Court of first in¬ 
stance through the lower Appellate Court, 
with direction to ro*admit the suit on its 
original number and to proceed to hoar 
and determine it according to law in view 
of the remarks made above. Costs here and 
heretofore will ho costs in the cause and 
will abide the result. 

Costs in tliis Court will include foes on 
the higher scale. 

Appeal allojced; suit remanded. 
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ClIAMlEU AND PplGOTT, JJ. 

Sher Khan and oi/icrs—Defendants-Ap¬ 
pellants 


v. 

Debt Prasad —Plaintifi'-Ko spondont. 

First Ajiitoal Ko. lOii of 1‘Jll, decided 
on 8th February, 1915, from the order of 
the Dist. J., Aligarh, dated Ith May, 1914. 


Agra Tenancy Act {II of 1901)^ S. 167—8. ICr 
bars Civil Court's cognizance of suit by auction 
purchaser of zemindari for declaration that per¬ 
petual leases after the decree were not binding. 

A decree was obtained on foot of a mortgage- 
deed for sale of a Zemindari property. Before 
the property viaa sold the mortgagor executed a 
perpetual lease in,respect of certain lands apper¬ 
taining to the share in question. The zemindari 
was then put to auction and sold. The pur¬ 
chaser brought a suit in the Civil Court for a 
declaration that the perpetual lease was not 
binding on him : 

Seld, that the suit was not cognizable by the 
Civil Court by reason of the provisions of 8.167 
of the Tenancy Act. (A.I.B. 1914 All. 483, Ref,). 

[P. 85, 0. 1 & 2.] 

Abdul Baoof —for Appellants. 

Tej Bahadur Sap)u —for Respondent. 

Piggott, J. :—This is an appeal by tha 
defendants against an order of the learned 
District Judge of Aligarh passed under 
O. XLI, R. 23, remanding to the Court of 
the Subordinate Judge of Aligarh for deci¬ 
sion on the merits a suit which had been 
dismissed by that Court. The learned 
Subordinate Judge had held that, on the 
facts stated in the plaint, the suit was not 
cognizable by him, being barred by S. 167 
of the Agra Tenancy Act (Local Act of II 
of 1901). This is the finding which the 
learned District Judge has reversed on ap¬ 
peal and his decision is now challenged 
before us. There was a mortgage of some 
zamindari property on which a suit was 
brought and a decree for sale was made, 
after the mortgage, but before the decree 
for sale, the mortgagors executed a per¬ 
petual lease in respect of certain lands ap¬ 
pertaining to the share in question. In exe¬ 
cution of the decree for sale the zamindari 
property was \mt to sale and was pur¬ 
chased by the present plaintiff. Ho brought 
this suit in order to got rid of the perpetual 
loaso. As originally drafted, the relief 
claimed in tho plaint was recovery of pos¬ 
session over tho land in question as against 
tho defendants lessees. In reply tho defen- 
dauts-lossoes claimed tho benefit of S. 202 
of tho Tenancy .\ct, and wore accordingly 
directed to institute a suit in tho Revenue 
Court for the determination of the ques¬ 
tion whether or not they hold tho land in 
suit as tenants of the plaintiff. They in¬ 
stituted a suit accordingly ; but when that 
suit came up for trial tho present plaintiff, 
wlio was defendant in tho Rovonuo Court, 
admitted tho existence of a touanoy. He 
pleaded tl\at tho precise nature of that 
tenancy, and in particular tho validity of 
the perpetual loaso under which the pre¬ 
sent defendants claimed to hold, was not 
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ti matter for determination in that suit. 
On this understanding a decree was passed 
to the effect that the plaintiffs in the Re¬ 
venue Court, who are appellants before 
this Court, held the land in suit as tenants 
of the present plaintiff-respondent. After 
the proceedings in the Revenue Court had 
thus terminated the respondent obtained 
leave to amend his plaint, by asking for a 
simple declaration that the perpetual 
lease in question was not binding upon 
him. It was the plaint as thus amended 
which the learned Subordinate Judge has 
held not to be cognizable by the Civil 
Oourt. The provisions of S. 167 of the 
Agra Tenancy Act have been discussed in 
a number of rulings, the most recent of 
which is that reported in Ram Singh y. 
Rao Girraj Singh (1). As will be ap¬ 
parent from that report, I am myself deep¬ 
ly committed to the view that the provi¬ 
sions of S. 167 of the Tenancy Act do bar 
a suit like the present. The plaintiff in 
this case, having obtained possession of 
the zemindari share on his auction pur¬ 
chase, found in existence a perpetual lease 
of a portion of the property which he re¬ 
garded as interfering with his full enjoy¬ 
ment of the property acquired by him. 
His natural remedy, if as a matter of fact 
the lease was executed under such circum¬ 
stances as not to be binding upon him, was 
by way of a suit for ejectment under S. 53 
of the Tenancy Act. Such a suit would 
fall within the provisions of serial number 
"29 of group (c) of the fourth Schedule to 
the Act in question and would bo cogniz¬ 
able only by the Revenue Courts. The 
plaintiff in such a case would seek for 
ejectment of the defendants-lessees on the 
ground that they hold only as tenants from 
year to year. In reply the perpetual lease 
in favour of the said defendants would be 
set up, and in order to the determination 
of the question thus raised the Revenue 
Oourt would have to decide whether the 
said lease was valid and binding on the 
plaintiff. The question is whether the 
plaintiff can be allowed to oust the juris¬ 
diction of the Revenue Oourt, and bring his 
suit before a different fonim by seeking 
for a mere declaration. In the judgment 
which was before the Bench of this Court 
which decided the case of Ram Singh v. 
Rao Girraj Singh (1), I have discussed 
this question at some length, and so far as 
I am concerned I have nothing to add to 
the reasons which I gave in my judgment 

A.I.R, 19U All. 483=s37All. 41=261.0. 
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in that case, for holding that the second 
part of 3. 167 of the Tenancy Act 

must be construed as barring a suit like 
the present. It may be said that the final 
decision of the Bench of this Court does 
not proceed precisely on the lines taken 
by me. Even, however, confining my 
decision to the grounds taken by the learn¬ 
ed Judges who decided the case of Ram 
Singh v. Rao Girraj Singh (1) on appeal 
under S. 10 of the Letters Patent, I 
would say that, if we disregard the form 
of the present suit, the real substance is 
clearly one which could have been decided 
in the Revenue Court. The object of the 
plaintiff is to get rid of the defendants 
who claim to hold the land in suit under a 
perpetual lease. This he can undoubtedly 
do by a suit in ejectment in the Revenue 
Court of the nature already explained. I 
do not think he is entitled to come to the 
Civil Court for a mere declaration, the only 
object of which would be to enable him 
to take further proceedings in ejectment 
before the Revenue Courts. It seems to 
me that unless this view is maintained, a 
conflict of jurisdiction between the Civil 
and the Revenue Courts in matters of this 
sort will sooner or later be inevitable. 
Section 11 of the Code of Civil Procedure 
could not be applied strictly on its terms 
so as to make the decision of a Civil 
Court in a declaratory suit binding on the 
Revenue Court in a suit for ejectment, for 
it could be pleaded that the Civil Court 
had no jurisdiction to try the suit for eject¬ 
ment. I would accordingly set aside the 
order of the lower Appellate Court and 
restore that of the Court of first instance. 

Chamler, J. :—The facts of this case 
have been stated by my learned colleague 
and I will not repeat them. In the Courts 
below it “vas contended on behalf of the 
defendants that the jurisdiction of the 
Civil Court was barred by the provisions 
of S. 167 read with S. 95 of the Agra 
Tenancy Act. The Subordinate Judge 
accepted this contention and dismissed the 
suit. On appeal the district Judge held 
that S. 95 of the Act did not apply to the 
case at all, because the plaintiff could not 
have brought a suit under S. 95 for a 
declaration as to the validity of the per¬ 
petual lease set up by the defendants or to 
have it declared that the defendants were 
not the holders of a perpetual lease. Hav¬ 
ing regard to the definition of the word 
class contained in the Act, it appears to 
me that a suit for such a declaration 
would not be a suit for a declaration as to 
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the class to which a benant belongs, nor 
6o li/hink that such a suit would be one 
for a declaration as to the name and 
description of a tenant within the mean¬ 
ing of 01. U) of 8. 95, though it was 
vigorously contended by Mr. Abdul Raoof 
that the word ‘description’ covered such a 
case. In this Court it is contended that 
even if S. 95 does not apply to the case, 
yet the jurisdiction of the Civil Court to 
entertain this suit is barred, because at 
the date of the suit the plaintiff might 
have brought a suit for the ejectment of 
the defendants under Ss. 58 and 63 of the 
Tenancy Act. It has been held, I think 
rightly, in several cases by this Court that 
in a suit for the ejectment of a tenant, if 
the tenant pleads that he holds under a 
perpetual lease under which he is not 
liable to bo ejected, it is for the Revenue 
Court to decide whether the plea is correct 
or not, but at least three Judges of the 
Court are further committed to tlie view 
that a suit like the one now before us can¬ 
not ho maintained, because the plaintiff 
might have instituted a suit in the Re¬ 
venue Court for the ejectment of the 
defendants in which the validity of the 
lease set up by the defendants might have 
been determined. The case is really 
covered by tlio principle of the decision of 
Richards, C. J., and Ranerji, J., in Earn 
SintfJi V. Bao Oirraj Simjh (l), in whicli 
they approved of tlio view taken by my 
learned colleague. On tlio authorities I 
feel hound to hold that the question 
whether the defendants are entitled to 
hold tlie land under the perpetual lease 
setup by them is a “matter in respect of 
which” a suit might have been hrouglit in 
the Revenue Court within the moaning of 
8. 107 of the Tenancy Act. although the 
plaintiff could not in the Rovonuo Court 
have claimed any declaration regarding 
the lease, it may ho doulited wliotlior 
the authors of tho section intended that it 
should l»e construed in such a comprohon- 
sivo manner but a rvryu'i curiu' lias been 
established from which J am not prepared 
to dissent. 1 agree that tliis aiipeal should 
bo allowed and tho decision of tho first 
Court restored. 

By the Court:—Tlio a])pcal is allowed 
The dccrco of tlio lower Appellate Court 
is sot aside and tho decree of the first 
Court is restored with costs hero and in 
tho lower Appellate Court. Tho costs in 
this Court will include foes on tho higlier 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 86. 

PiGGOTT. J. 

Mangat Bai —Applicant 



Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. No. 1092 of 1914, decid* 
ed on 6th January, 1915, from the order 
of the S. J., Meerut. 

Criminal P. C. {V of 259S). S. 436—High 
Court rarely interferes with exercise of discretion 
by Sessions Judge under S, 436. 

A High Court should bo slow to Interfere with> 
the exercise of tho very wide disoretiou with 
which Sessions Judges have been invested under 
the provisions of 8. 436 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. (26 All. 664, Foil.) [P. 87, C. 1.] 

Satya Chandra Mukerji and Rarendra 
Krishna Mukerji —for Applicant. 


B. Malcomson —for the Crown. 


Judgment :—A complaint was made 
by one Bansi against tho applicant Mangat 
Rai, pativari of his village, containing 
allegations which, if proved, would un¬ 
doubtedly serve to establish the commis¬ 
sion of an offence punishable under S. 21S 
of tho Indian Penal Code, if not also an 
offonco under tho forgery sections of tho 
Indian Penal Code. After an inquiry 
which on tho face of it appears to have 
boon somewhat cursory, the Magistrate 
passed an order of discharge without even 
examining tho accused. Tho matter was 
taken to tho Sessions Judge in revision, 
and ho has ordered a commitment on the 
record as it stands. I find that his order 


has since boon complied with and Mangat 
Rai stands committed to the Court of 
Session on a charge drawn up prior to the 
filing of this application in this Court. 
Tho ])vinciplo9 applicable to the conduct 
of a Magistrate wlion inquiring into tho 
commission of an offence exclusively tri¬ 
able by the Court of Session and to tho 
oxoreiso of tho discretion vested in the 
District Magistrate or tho Sessions Judge 
by the provisions of S. 436 of tho Code of 
Criminal Proeeduro, have been very eloav- 
ly laid down in tho case of h\ittu v. Fattu 
(1), with which I lind myself in tho fullest 
possible agreomont. 1 regard tho present case 


as a souiowliat unfortunate one. Tho in¬ 
quiry by tlio ^Magistrate in tho first ius- 
tanco sooius to have beau perfunctory and 
unsatisfactory in several rospocts. More¬ 
over, tho Magistrate apparently outertaiuod 
an opinion that Bausi’s denial on oath of tho 


(1) (1904) 26 All. 664=1 A. L. J. 292=1904 
A.\Y.N. 125=1 Or. L. J. 519, 
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genuineness of certain writing purporting 
to be his signature was of no evidential 
value unless that denial was corroborated. 
The Sessions Judge has, on the other hand, 
so framed his order that he would almost 
appear to have been under the impression 
that the Magistrate was bound to commit 
the accused for trial merely because the 
evidence given by Bansi, if believed, would 
justify conviction. The impression left on 
my mind by an examination of the record 
is that the case was one in which the 
learned Sessions Judge would have exer¬ 
cised a sounder discretion if he had 
ordered further inquiry to be made, instead 
of ordering commitment on the I’ecord as 
it stands. At the same time it cannot be 
denied that the Sessions Judge’s order was 
within his discretion, and the ruling to 
which I have just referred is in favour of 
the principle that this Court should be 
slow to interfere with the exercise of the 
very wide discretion with which Sessions 
Judges have been invested under the pro¬ 
visions of S. 436 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. Another point for considera¬ 
tion in this case is that there has now 
been an order of commitment, which it 
would not be proper for this Court to 
quash except on a point of law* On the 
whole as the case now stands, I think it 
better that the trial of Mangat Rai should 
proceed in accordance with the commit¬ 
ment order. I dismiss this application. 

Application dismissed. 
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Richards, C. J., and Banerji, J. 

Bachcha and others —Plaintiffs-Appel- 
lants 

v. 

Shiam Lal and others —Defendants- 
Respondents. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 40 of 1914, 
decided on 16th January, 1915, from the 
decision of Chamier, J. 

Adverse possession-^Placing of Tazia with con¬ 
sent does not create right. 

Wheie a tazia was placed oa a particular land 
for many years by mutual consent of both the 
Hindu and the Muhammadan population of the 
locality, no absolute right was thereby created 
to put the tazia on that land. (16 All. 173, Dist.) 

[P. 87, C. 2.] 

Rama Kant Malaviya —for Respon¬ 
dents. 

Judgment This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiffs claimed that 
they were the Muhammadan residents of a 


hamlet known as Rasulabad and that they 
had a right to place their tazias on a 
particular platform in front of the house 
once owned by one Mohan. It appears that 
for many years the Mussulman population 
and the Hindus had a perfectly friendly 
arrangement as to where the tazias should 
be placed and that by mutual consent the 
tazias were placed on the platform referred 
to in the plaint. This land has now be¬ 
come the land of the Government. Close- 
by a Hindu temple has been built. There 
is notliing whatever to show that the 
building of this temple was in any way a 
hostile act on the part of the Hindus. A 
new place was agreed to by the majority 
of the residents as to where the tazias 
should be placed. But the change seems 
to have been objected to by a few persons. 
They seem to have called to their assist¬ 
ance the Mussulman residents of other 
neighbouring villages, who had nothing to 
do with the hamlet. Both the Courts 
below have found that the arrangement 
about the tazias was an arrangement come 
to by mutual consent. In our opinion am 
arrangement of this kind founded on 
mutual consent could never become an 
absolute right and that the case, therefore,': 
is not governed by the ruling in Maviman 
V. Kuar Sen (1). We are bound in second 
appeal by all findings of fact. Abdul 
Samad, appellant, who has appeared and 
argued the case on the point says that the 
Munsif made a mistake in thinking that 
he hud ever stated in his deposition that 
he had got the permission from Mohan. It 
may be that yVbdul Samad did not ask the 
permission of Mohan, but it is nevertheless 
a finding of the Court tliat what was done 
was done by mutual consent of all parties. 
The plaintiffs, therefore, have no legal right 
which they are entitled to enforce. We 
think it a very great pity that the 
inhabitants of this village should not live 
amicably together as they used to do in 
the past. We think that if there had been 
a little good temper displayed, there would 
be no quarrel between the residents. We 
hope also that in future the good relations 
which previously existed may be restored. 
We see no reason to differ from the view 
taken by the learned Judge of this Court 
and we dismiss the appeal. This now 
finally decides the question between the 
parties, and we direct that each party to 
pay their own costs of this appeal. 

Appeal dismissed. 


(1) (1394) 16 All. 178=1894 A.W.N. 12. 
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Chamieb and Piggott, JJ. 

Muhammad Masih Ullah Khan and 
another —Plaintiffs-Appellants 

V. 

Mt. Jarao Bai and others —Defendants- 
Respondents. 

Ex-First Appeal No. 129 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 25th January, 1915, from the deci¬ 
sion of the 2nd Adcll. Sub-J., Aligarh, 
dated 30th August, 1913, 

Civil P. C , iVoflOOS), 0. XXII, R. lO-Mort- 
g<i(]e silU pending upto final decree—Purchaser 
after preliminary decree entitled to he substituted. 

Under the Civil Prooedure Code, 1903. pro¬ 
ceedings after a preliminary decree for sale or 
redemption are prccecdings in the suit and, 
therefore, a suit for redemption does not come 
to an end after the passing of a preliminary 
decree and must be considered ponding, within 
the meaning of O. XXIT, R 10, and the private 
purchaser of the property after such a decree 
acquires an interest which entitles him to bo 
made a party to the suit. 

Quaere : Whether 0. XXIT. R. 10, applies to 
execution proceedings. (9 C.W. N. 171, Ref). 

B, E. 0'Co7ior and Sulcman —for Appel¬ 
lants. 

Dur<ia Charan Banerji and Mohan Lai 
Sandal —for llospondonts. 

Judgment x—Mt. Mainmna Khatun. on 
December 22n(l, 1908, obtained a |>roliini- 
nary decree for rodomiition. On appeal 
to this Court the decision was uphold i>y a 
decree, dated iSlay 19tli. IS) 10, which 
allowed tl»o plaintilT six months from that 
date to rodoom tiro j^roporty. On October 
12th, 1912, Mt. i\rainuina Kliatun sold tho 
mortgaged property to tho present ai)jiol- 
lants, leaving in tlioir hands a sum of 
money sullicient to onahlo thorn to re¬ 
deem tlio property in accordance with the 
docroo. On Ai)ril (itli. IS) 11, tho apiiol- 
lants applicil to tho Court below to lio 
made plaintill's in tho suit in tho ]>laco of 
^laimuna Khatun and on tho samo day 
they applied to tho Court to extend tho 
time for rodomptiou and to allow them 
to pay tho mortgage-monov into Court. 
Botli aijplications wore dismissed. Tliis 
is an appeal against tho order dismissing 
tlio appellants aiijilication to ho mado 
plaintilTs in tho suit. 

Tlio Suhordinato Judge soonis to havo 
dismissed tho application on two grounds, 
natticli/t (l) that no execution procoodings 
wore ponding at tlio timo when tho appli¬ 
cation was mado, therefore, O. XXII, 


R. 10, did not apply to the case ; and (2) 
that the decree had not been transferred 
to the appellants, therefore, O. XXI, R. 16, 
did not apply. In appeal it is contended 
that the suit is still pending, and reliance 
is placed on a decision of the Calcutta 
High Court in Bhugwan Das Khettry v. 
Nilkanta Ganguli (1) to the effect that a 
suit of this kind may be “pending” even 
after the decree absolute. A question 
is raised as to whether these proceed¬ 
ings are governed by the new Code of 
Civil Procedure. It seems to us that the 
proceedings must be held to be govern¬ 
ed by the new Code. It is true that the 
preliminary decree was passed by the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge in December, 1908, just 
before the new Code came into force, but 
the case, as already stated, was brought up 
to this Court and a decree was passed by 
tiiis Court in May, 1910, after the passing 
of the new Code. Before the passing of the 
new Code there was considerable conflict of 
judicial opinion on the question w'hether 
proceedings after a i)reliminary decree for 
sale or redemption should be regarded as 
proceedings in a suit or as proceedings in 
execution of a decree. Under the present 
Codo there can bo no doubt that such pro¬ 
coodings must be held to bo proceedings in 
a suit. Wo havo no diflioulty in holding 


tliat tho suit with wliich we aro now con¬ 
cerned was still i>onding within the mean¬ 
ing of O. XXII, R. 10, when the ap¬ 
pellants’ application to ho made plaintiffs 
was lilod. In tho delinition of “docroe” 
Ciiiitained in tho prosent Code of Civil 
Procoduvo, it is explained that a decree is 
preliminary when further procoodings have 


to bo taken before tho suit can bo com- 
plotoly disposed of. Tliis makes it quite 
clear tliat a suit of this kind does not come 


to an oud after tho [massing of a proliminary 
decree. In this view it is unnecessary to 
consulor wliothor O. XXII, R. 10, ap¬ 
plies to oxoc\itiou proceedings. It was 
hold by this Court that 8. 372 of tho old 
Code of Civil Procedure did not apply to 
oxooution proceedings, lb is unnecessary 
to decide wliothor O. XXII, R. 10, which 
has taken tlio place of that section, does 
or does not apply to execution jirocoodiugs. 
It is sufliciont for tho present case to si\y 
that tho suit was still ponding whon the 
appollants’ application to ho mado plaintiffs 
was mado. The only other question is 
whothor tlioro has boon a devolution of 
interest which outitlos the prosent 


(1) (1905) 9 C.W.N. 171, 
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appellants to be made plaintiffs in the 
euit. The sale-deed executed by Mt. 
Maimuna Khatun transfers the whole of 
the mortgaged property to the appellants 
■and recites that part of the price has been 
left in their hands in order that they may 
proceed to redeem the property. The sale- 
deed in fact comes very near being a trans¬ 
fer of the preliminary decree. It is quite 
clear from the terms of the deed that the 
parties considered that the purchasers of 
the property would be entitled to redeem 
the property in the suit in which the 
preliminary decree had been passed, with¬ 
out holding that there had been a definite 
transfer of the decree. Wo have no doubt 
whatever that there has been a devolution 
of interest which entitles the appellants 
to be made plaintiffs in the suit. In our 
opinion the appellants’ application should 
have been allowed. We, therefore, allow 
this appeal, set aside the order of the Court 
below and direct that the name of the ap¬ 
pellants be entered as plaintiffs in the 
place of Mt. Maimuna Khatun. The 
respondents must pay the appellants’ 
costs. 

Appeal allowed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 89. 

Richards, C. J. and Banerii, J. 

Ganga Prasad and others —Plaintiffs- 
Appellants 

^ V. 

Bam Prasad and another —Defendants- 
Bespondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1623 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 23rd November, 1914, from the 
decision of the Dist. J., Ghazipur, dated 
7th August, 1913. 

Agra Tenancy Act {II of 1901), S. 95—Sttiis 
between rival claimants to cultivating rights are 
cognizable by Civil Court. 

The plaintiffs who were formerly members of 
a joint Hindu family with the defendants, sued 
for a declaration that they had some interest in 
an occupancy holding which belonged to the 
family. The defendants pleaded that the hold¬ 
ing in question had been divided and that the 
plaintifis had got consideration for the giving up 
of all interest therein . 

Held, that the claim was one between rival 
olaimants to the tenancy and as such was 
cognizable by a Civil Court. 

[P. 89, 0. 2 & P, 90, 0. 1.] 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Appellants. 

M. L. Agarwala —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiffs sought a 
declaration that they had certain rights in 


cultivatory holdings specified at the foot 
of the plaint. The facts up to a certain 
point seem to be undisputed by either 
side. It is admitted that at one time both 
the plaintiffs and the defendants were 
members of a joint Hindu family. In 1893 
there was a partition of soma property, 
but the zemindari and cultivatory hold¬ 
ings remained undivided. In the year 
1907 the zemindari was divided. The 
plaintiffs allege that the cultivatory hold¬ 
ings still remained undivided and that the 
defendants had begun to lay claim to the 
whole of them to the exclusion of the 
plaintiffs. Hence they brought the present 
suit. The defendants raise 1 a number of 
technical pleas baton the merits their 
defence was that the cultivatory holdings 
had also been divided and that the plain¬ 
tiffs had got consideration for the giving 
up of all interest therein. This question 
on the merits has not been decided by the 
lower Appellate Court. The case in tha 
first instance came before a Subordinate 
Judge, who seems to have considered that 
the relation between the parties in res¬ 
pect of the cultivatory holdings was a 
matter for the Revenue Court, and he ac¬ 
cordingly directed the defendants to insti¬ 
tute a suit in the Revenue Court. A suit 
was in fact instituted and the present de¬ 
fendants obtained a decree in their favour. 
(The Revenue Court, however, as we shall 
presently show, never decided the real 
question between the parties.) The present 
suit then came on for decision before an¬ 
other Subordinate Judge, who had suc¬ 
ceeded the learned Subordinate Judge 
before whom the case came in the first 
instance. He considered that his pre¬ 
decessor ought not to have ordered any 
proceedings in the Revenue Court but 
ought to have decided the present case on 
its merits. He found that the plaintiffs 
were entitled to an interest in the cultiva¬ 
tory holdings, and accordingly decreed 
the plaintiffs’ claim. On appeal the learn¬ 
ed District Judge came to the conclusion 
that the finding of the Revenue Court was 
conclusive and that he was not entitled to 
go behind it. 

The plaintiffs now come here in second 
appeal contending that the decision of tha 
District Judge was not cori’ect. It is 
• necessary that we should have clearly be¬ 
fore our minds what was the nature of tha 
plaintiffs’ claim in the present suit. They 
claimed that they had an interest in these 
cultivatory holdings. Their claim was not 
as zemindars, or in any way based on tha 
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fact that they may have been, and prob¬ 
ably are, zemindars of the villages in which 
these cultivatory holdings are situate. In 
other words, their claim in the present 
suit was a claim between rival claimants 
to the cultivatory holdings, while the de¬ 
fendants allege that the plaintiffs gave up 
all claim to the cultivatory holdings for 
good consideration. A careful examina¬ 
tion of the judgments both of the Assis¬ 
tant Collector and the Commissioner in 
the Revenue Court proceedings will clearly 
demonstrate that the Revenue Court never 
decided this question. True it is that the 
Revenue Court did decide that the plain- 
tifi's were zemindars and that the defen¬ 
dants were tenants, but this was nob 
denied. The Revenue Court also seems 
to have come to a decision as to what was 
the nature of the tenancy in the cultiva¬ 
tory holdings. Its finding on this ques¬ 
tion may no douht be binding, but it lias 
never decided whether or not the plain¬ 
tiffs had an interest in the cultiva¬ 
tory holdings. Of course it may turn out 
that the plaintifi's’ case is wrong and 
that the defendants’ case is right. All 
that we decide in the present ajipeal is that 
the plaintiffs are entitled to have this 
question tried out. Wo allow the appeal, 
set aside the decree of tlio lower Appellate 
Court and remand the case to that Court 
with directions to re admit the a(ipeal 
upon its original number in the file and to 
proceed to lioar and determine tlio same 
according to law. The apiiollant will have 
his costs of tliis appeal including foes on 

the higher scale. Other costs willahido the 
result. 

Appeal allowed ; Case remanded. 
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Defendant-/ 


Daxi-umi, j. 

Balhhaddar Chauheu — 
pollanb 

V. 

Somrtroo 7,^/—(I'laintiif) and other. 

Defendants-IbCspondonfcs, 

Second Ai)poal No. 27;J of 1!)14. deoi( 
on 5th Fohi iiai y.11)15, from the docisioi 
theDist. J., (lhazipur, dated lAfch Nove 
her, li) Id. 

Agra Tenanc], .Ut {II of 1001). Ss. ?0 and .S 
Ikvcnuo Court s decision in rent suit betu 
rnal claimants to tenancy is no/ res iudioftti 
civil suit between them -Zamindar's lessee . 
possessifig previous lesseo—Suit under S 79 
toith in 6 months—Civil P, C., S, 11. 


A suit between rival olaizuants to a tenancy 
oan only be brought in a Civil Court, and not in 
a Revenue Court. Therefore, a decision of the^ 
Revenue Court in a suit for rent between rival 
olalmants to a tenancy would not operate as res: 
judicata in a subsequent suit in the Civil Court 
between the same parties. 

Where a lessee from the zamindat disposaessea 
a previous lessee, the disposseasiou of the latter 
must be deemed to ba a dispossession by iho 
zamindar through bis tenant. The remsdy of 
the dispossessed lessee is a suit under S. 79 of 
the Tenancy Act within six months of the dis¬ 
possession. (27 All. 372 ; 7 l.C. 436. Ref.) 

[P. 91, 0. 1&2.1 

Parmeshwar Dyal —for Appellant. 

Lakshml Narayan —for Respondents. 

Judgment:— This and the connected 
Appeal No. 274 of 1914 arise out of a suit 
brought by the plaintiff Somaroo Rai for 
possession of nine plots of land under tha 
following circumstances. The land in dis¬ 
pute lies in the zemindari of Lachhmi 
Narain, who granted him a lease of the 
said plots for a term of IG years on the 
11th of -January, 1904. On February, 12th, 
190G, the same Lachhmi Narain granted a 
porpotnal lease to the appellant, Balbhad- 
dar Chaube, in respect of the said lands 
and other property and he got mutation 
of names olTected in favour of Balhhaddar. 
Subsequently in 190S he sold his zemin- 
dnri to the other defendants, Balbhaddar 
brought a suit in tlie Revenue Court 
against the present plaintitf for arrears of 
rent in respect of throe out of the disputed 
plots, namely, Nos. IIG, 1G5 and 2939, on 
tlio allegation that tlio idaintitf was his 
suh-tonant. rio obtained a decree on the 
13th of January, 1913. It is stated in the 
plaint that suits wore brought for arrears 
of rent in respoob of some of the other plots 
against .sJu'/vU/i/ tenants holding those plots 
and decrees were obtained against them. 
All this, according to the allegations in the 
plaint, took place hoforo 1909. The plain- 
till states that those acts amounted to his 
dispossession and ho accordingly brought 
tlio present suit for recovery of possession 
and damages in tlie Civil Court. The de¬ 
fendants to the Suit are Balhhaddar, the 
subsoquont lessee, Jjachhnii Narain, the 
former and tiio purchasers of the 

zemindari from Lachhmi Narain. The 
Court of first instance dismissed the claim 
in respect of tlio throe plots Nos. IIG, 1G5 
and 2939 and decreed it in regard to the 
remaining plots. The claim for damages 
was dismissed. The plaintitY filed an ap¬ 
peal as regards the portion of the claim 
dismissed and Balhhaddar appealed against 
tliafc portion of the decree which decreed 
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the olaim in respect of the plots other than 
the three plots mentioned above. The 
learned Judge allowed the appeal of the 
plaintiff and dismissed the appeal prefer¬ 
red by Balbhaddar ; so that it decreed the 
plaintiff’s claim for possession of all the 
nine plots. The defendant Balbhaddar has 
preferred these appeals. As regards the 
three plots Nos. 116, 165 and 2939, the 
contention put forward on his behalf is 
that the decision of the Revenue Court in 
the suit for arrears of rent operates as res 
judicata between the appellant, Balbhad¬ 
dar, and the plaintiff, Somaroo. This con¬ 
tention has, in my opinion, been rightly 
disallowed by the Court below. So far as 
these plots are concerned, the claim is bet¬ 
ween rival claimants to the tenancy and 
such a claim could only be brought in the 
Civil Court and not in the Revenue Court. 
This has been held in several cases to 
which I need not refer. The subsequent 
suit now brought could not be brought in 
a Court of Revenue and consequently the 
decision of that Court in the previous suit 
was not the deoison of a Court competent 
to try the subsequent suit. As regards 
the remaining plots, the main contention 
is that the j^laintiff has lost his title to the 
tenancy created in bis favour under the 
lease granted to him on the 11th of 
January, 1904 by reason of lapse of time. 
It is urged that the plaintiff was dispos¬ 
sessed from these plots so far back as 1906 
and as he did not bring a suit to recover 
possession as against bis landlord and the 
lessee from the landlord under S. 79 of the 
Tenancy Act within six months from the 
date of his dispossession, his right to the 
tenancy no longer subsists. It was admit¬ 
ted by the Pleader for the plaintiff in the 
Court of first instance in a statement 
recorded on the 4th of June, 1913 that the 
three plots Nos. 116, 165 and 2939 were 
in the actual cultivation of the plaintiff 
and that the remaining plots were cultivat¬ 
ed by sub-tenants. It was stated that the 
plaintiff received rent from these tenants 
for two years, i.e., from 1904 to 1906, and 
that since the year 1906 the rent payable 
by the sub-tenants holding the six plots 
has been realized by the appellant Bal¬ 
bhaddar* It is contended, as I have said 
above, that the realization of rent by 
Balbhaddar amounted to a dispossession 
by the land-holder and as this took place 
long before the institution of the pi'esent 
suit, the plaintiff’s right has become 
extinguished. This contention is support¬ 
ed by the ruling of this Court in Ram Lai 


V. Chunni Lai (1). In that case the learn¬ 
ed Judge who decided it held as follows:— 
“When a landholder lets land in the occu¬ 
pation of a tenant to a third party and 
that third party, acting under the land¬ 
holders’ authority, takes possession of the 
land, then in my opinion the tenant must 
be deemed to have been ousted by the 
land-holder, and his remedy is a suit under 
S. 79 of Act II of 1901, the person claim¬ 
ing through the land-holder being joined 
as a defendant to the suit under the pro¬ 
visions of S. 81 of the Act. Such a suit 
must be brought within six months of the 
date of dispossession." This view appears 
to have been accepted by Mr. Justice 
Chamier in a case reported in 7 Indian 
Cases, page 486 [Sokhai v. Bam Pershad (2), 
Second Appeal No. 1139 of 1909, decided 
on July 11th, 1910]. The fact that on the 
plaintiff’s own showing the I’ent payable 
by the tenants occupying the plots men¬ 
tioned above has been realized by Bal¬ 
bhaddar since the year 1906 by virtue of 
the lease granted to him by the zemindar, 
shows that the plaintiff was dispossessed 
so far back as 1906 and this dispossession 
must be deemed to be a dispossession by 
the zemindar through his tenant. It ap¬ 
pears from the provisions of S. 81 of the 
Tenancy Act that when a tenant is dispos¬ 
sessed by a person claiming through the 
zemindar, the tenant’s remedy is a suit 
under the Tenancy Act for recovery of pos¬ 
session against the zemindar and the person 
claiming through him. Therefore the 
plaintiff’s right to recover possession of 
the six plots having accrued long prior to 
six months antecedent to the date of the 
suit, the riglit to bring such a suit for 
recovery of possession has become time- 
barred. This circumstance not only bar¬ 
red his remedy but extinguished his right, 
as held in Dalip Eai v. Deoki Bai (3). 
That the dispossession of the plaintiff was 
a dispossession by the zemindar is also 
manifest from the fact that in the plaint 
itself it is stated that the zemindar brought 
suits for rent against some of the tenants 
holding the plots in question and obtained 
decrees and that the plaintiff himself 
regarded this as amounting to his dispos¬ 
session. Furthermore, he has claimed 
relief not only against Balbhaddar but 
also against the zemindars, defendants. 
The plaintiff has thus ceased to have any 

(1) (1901) 27 All. 372=2 A. L. J. 69=1904 

A. W. N. 281. 

(2) (1910) 7 I.O. 486. 

• (3) (1899) 21 All. 204=1899 A.W.N. 36. 
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right to the six plots other than the three 
plots numbered 116, 165 and 2939. The 
claim as regards those three plots has been 
rightly decreed and this appeal must fail. 
The connected appeal must prevail. I 
accordingly dismiss this appeal with costs. 

Appeal No. 273 dismissed ; 

Appeal No. 274 allowed. 
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Banerjee, J. 


Ganga 

pellant 


Prasad — Judgment-debtor-Ap- 



Jwala Prasad —Decree-holder-Respon- 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 932 of 1914, decided 
on 11th November, 1914, from the decision 
of the Addl. J., Farrukhabad, dated 9bh 
May, 1914. 

Limitation Act {Xof P.m), Art, 1S2—Judg¬ 
ment-debtor asking /or two weeks' time. Court 
struck off execution application /or conrenience — 
Subsequent application a/ter 3 years held to be one 
/or reviving the original, 

A decree for the demolition of a bou^e wag 
passed on Slat July, 19J7. On 15th of PobruAry, 
1909, an applicktiou was made for ojceoution. 
On 2Gth of May, 1999, the judguiont-dobtor put 
in an application aeking for tsvo weeks’time to 
demolish the house. The decroo-holder con- 
aentod to It. The Gourf. in order to lighiou ita 
file by removal of one oaso from it ordered to 
strike oO the application for execution. On illet 
of July, 1913, the decree holder again made an 
application that steps should bo taken to 
demolish the house : 

Held, that tho applloatlon of the 21st Julj’, 
1913, was an application to revive tho f )rmor 
application and the execution wns not barred by 

LI-*. ‘99. 0. 2.J 

6'. N. Sett —for Appellant. 

Githari Lai —for llospondonfc. 

Judgment: Tho only tiuostion in tliis 
case is whether tlie application for oxeou- 
tion iiled by tho decree-holder on tho 21st 
July, 1913, is time-barred. Tho decree- 
holder oi)tiunod a decree on tho 31sb of 
July. 1!)07, for tlio demolition of a house, 
|On the loth of Fobruary. 1909. an applica¬ 
tion for execution was made by him in 
which lio prayed that tho decree might bo 
given olTeot to and tho Iiouso demolished. 
The judgment debtor put in an application 
on tho 26bli of May. 1909. asking for two 
weeks’ time to demolish tho house: to this 

the docroo-holdor conseutod. The Court 

however, apparently with a view to show 


that its file had been lightened by the 
removal of one case from it, passed an 
order striking off the application for execu¬ 
tion. Meanwhile the brother of the judg¬ 
ment-debtor instituted a regular suit in 
respect of the house claiming it as his 
own. On the 18bh of June, 1909 the 
brother of the judgment-debtor applied to 
the Court to stay proceedings in the execu¬ 
tion case, on the ground that he had in¬ 
stituted his suit. Upon this application 
the Court made an order to the effect that 
as the execution case had already been 
struck off the fdo no order of stay was 
necessary. After the decision of the suit 
brought by the judgment-debtor’s brother, 
the decree-holder made his application on 
the 21st of July, 1913, and prayed that 
steps should be taken for the demolition 
of the house. The judgment-debtor con¬ 
tended that execution was time-barred. 
Both the Courts below have overruled his 
objection and have hold that the applica¬ 
tion now made by tho decroe-holdar must 
be deemed to bo one for tho revival of the 
execution proceedings commencod on the 
loth of February, 1909. lu my opinion 
this view is correct. In the year 1909 
when tho judgmont-dolibor took time for 
tlie purpose of demolishing the house, the 
Court must bo deemed to have stayed 
procoedings when it granted the applica¬ 
tion for time. There was no occasion to 
reject tho applioation for execution. The 
proper order of the Court ought to have 
been an order staying proceedings for the 
poriol for which time was taken. But as 
I have said al>ove, it apparently wanted to 
show a clear lilo and, therefore, removed 
the case from tlie list of pending cases. 
Tho order passed on the 2Gtih of May,1909, 
must be doomed to bo an order staying 
proceedings until further orders and the 
present application can only be regarded 
as an application to revive and coubinue 
tlie procoedings which liad thus been 
stayod.^ In this view no question of limita¬ 
tion arises and tlie appeal must fail, I 
dismiss it with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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ElCHARDS, C. J. AND BANEEJI, J. 

Baghunandan Prasad —Defendant-Ap¬ 
pellant 

V. 


Ghem Ram and others —Plaintiffs-Bes- 
pendents. 

Second Appeal No. 918 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 23rd January, 1915, from the deci¬ 
sion of the Dist. J., Budaun, dated 30th 
March, 1914. 

Hindu Law-^Dehts—Son’s pious duty to pay 
surety debts—Ancestral property liable. 

It is the pious duty of a Hindu eon to pay the 
money due under an indemnity clause provided 
In a sale-deed, not tainted with immorality, 
executed by his father. The ancestral property 
in the hands of the son is liable to discharge 
the debt. 

B. B. O’Conor—for Appellant. 

Bital Prasad Ghose —for Bespondents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiffs sought to 
recover money payable to them under an 
indemnity given to their predecessor-in¬ 
title by the father of the appellant. It 
appears that Murli Manohar and two 
otWs executed a sale-deed in favour of 
the father of the plaintiffs. That sale deed 
contained a provision to the effect that in 
the event of any claim being asserted and 
proved, and in the event of any defect be¬ 
ing found in the title of the vendors, the 
purchaser shall have a right to realise the 
consideration money from the vendors or 
their heirs and legal representatives to¬ 
gether with damages. In subsequent liti¬ 
gation it was held that two of the vendors 
were not competent to sell the property 
beyond the term of their lives and in 
consequence of this the purchaser was de¬ 
prived of a part of the property. The 
plaintiffs thereupon brought the present 
suit. 

The only question is whether the de¬ 
fendant-appellant, the son of Murli Mano- 
hur, is liable to discharge the lia¬ 
bility created by his father by the indem¬ 
nity clause, and whether that debt can be 
realised from the ancestral property in the 
hands of the appellant. It cannot be said 
that the debt incurred by Murli Manohar 
was tainted with immorality. Conse¬ 
quently it is the pious duty of his son to 
pay that debt, and for the discharge of 
this pious duty the ancestral property in 
his hands is liable. The view of the Court 


below is, therefore, right. We dismiss the 
appeal with costs including in this Court 
fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 93 (2) 

Tudball, j. 

Bishan Prasad —Applicant 

v. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Bevn. No. 1086 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on 18th December, 1914, from the- 
order of the Mag., Mainpuri. 

Penal Code [XLV of i860). S. 185—Bidding 
in false name and without intention of selling 
drugs is offence under S. 185. 

A person who bids at a sale held by a Colleo^ 
tor of the right to sell drugs in a certain area 
without auy intention of performing the obliga¬ 
tion under which he is laying himself at the 
time of bidding, and gives a false name, ia 
guilty of an oSence under S. 185 of the Indian 
Fenal Code. 

R. Alston and Satya Chandra Mukerji — 
for Applicant. 

Assistant Govt. Advocate —for the Crown. 

Judgment :—The applicant, Bishan 
Prasad, has been convicted under S. 185 
of the Penal Code and has been sentenced 
to a fine of Bs. 100. He made bids at a 
sale held by the Collector of the right to 
sell drugs in a certain Tahsil and gave a 
false name. When finally his last bid was 
sanctioned by the Board of Bevenue he 
denied that he had ever made any bid at 
all and he has accordingly bean prosecuted 
under S. 185 of the Code. The point raised 
on his behalf is that S. 185 does not 
contemplate a sale of this description. 
The language of the section, however, is 
wide. The right to sell drugs, i. e., the 
monopoly granted for a certain area comes 
within the definition of property. It is 
impossible to hold that the word ‘pro¬ 
perty’ in S. 185 is not used in its wide 
sense. The gist of the offence in the pre¬ 
sent case was the intention in the appel¬ 
lant’s mind nob to perform the obligation 
under which he was laying himself at the 
time of bidding. The facts having been 
found against him they clearly, in my 
opinion, come within the offence mention¬ 
ed in the section. The case is similar to 
that of Queen v. Beazooddeen (1). There 
is no ground for interference. The applica¬ 
tion is, therefore, rejected. 

Application rejected. 


(1) (1865) 3 W.R .Gc. 33. 
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ElCHAEDS, C. J. AND BANEEJI, J. 

Baldeo Sahai —Plainfciff-Appellanfc 

V. 

Behari Lai atid others —'Defendants- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1540 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 23rd November, 1914, from the deci¬ 
sion of the Sub-J., Meerut. 

Negotiable Instruments Act (XXVI of 1681), 
S. 8—Debtor cannot dispute want of consideration 
hut only validity of the assignment of promissory 
note. 

In a suit hy the assiguoe of a promisaoiy note 
to recover the mouay due under the note, all 
that the executant Is entitled to have ascertain¬ 
ed is that the plaintiff is the legal holder of the 
note, and able to give him a good discharge ; ho 
cannot question whether oonsidefation was paid 
or not paid by the assignee. [P. 94, 0. 1.] 

S. C. Banerji —for Appellant. 

Sital Prasad Ghose —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit in wliich the plaintiff sought to x*e- 
cover the amount due under a promissory 
note. A number of pleas were taken, and 
amongst othei’s a denial of consideration. 
Tlio Court of first instance granted tho 
plaintiff a decree. Tlio lower Appellate 
Court reversed the decision of tho Court 
of first instance and dismissed the plain¬ 
tiff's suit. Both Courts have found tluit 
there was gool consideration for tho note. 
But tho lower Appellate Court has hold 
that tho plaintiff, who is tlio holder of the 
note umlor an assignment, dated tho i7th 
of Juno, 1912, did not give any considera¬ 
tion for tlio assignmont of the note. It 
seems to us tliat this finding was im¬ 
material. J-],-on if wo assunn tho finding to 
ho correct, tlio defendants, Boiiari Lai and 
Nathu Singh, liavo no conoorn with tho 
question whether considoi'ation was ]>iitl 
or not paiil l)y tho assignee of tiio note. If 
they aro liable under tlio noko, all that 
tlioy aro oiititlod to have ascertained is 
|that tho plaintill is tho legal hohlor of tiio 
!noto and ai)lo to gi ve them a good discharge. 
'Itisiiuite clear that tho plaintiff is on- 
titled to giyo a dischargo to tho defendants. 
Tho case cited lias no application to tho 
lirosont case. In that case tlni transferor 
was a p irty to tho suit and ho ro[)udiatod 
the transfer in favour of tho plaintiff, con¬ 
tending tliat lie hid robaiuod all his origi¬ 
nal rights. Wo must allow tho appeal 
and sotting aside the dooroo of tlio Court 


below, restore the decree of the Court of 
first instance. The appellant will have 
his costs in this Court and in the Court 
below. 

Appeal allowed. 


A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 94 (2) 

Chamibe and Piggott, JJ. 

Pothi Bam and others —Defendants- 
Appellants 

V. 

Msl. Islam Fatema and others —Plain¬ 
tiffs-Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 176 of 1914, decided 
on 12bli January, 1915, from an order of 
the Addl. Sub-J., Bareilly, dated 1st Sept, 
1914. 

Contract Act (IX of 1872), S, 27^Landholdw 
recovering market dues does not trade in safiingi 
cattle—Agreement between two 1 andholders not to 
hold markets on same day is not void. 

A landholder who, in rotaru for market tolls 
or foes, allows a oittle market to bo oonduoted 
OQ his land, is not thereby exoroising the trade 
or business of selling oattle. [p. 9J, 0, 2.] 

Therefore, an ageoemeut between the owners 
of two nelghbDuriog lands to the effootthata 
market for sale of cattle shall not be held on 
the same day on the lands of both of them, ia 
not void under S 27 of the Contract Act. 

[P. 95 C. 1.] 

Tcj Bahadur Sapni —for Appellants. 

Judgment;—The question raised by 
this appeal is the applicability of the 
pviuoiplo laid down in S. 27 of the Indian 
Contract Act (IN of 1872} to the circum¬ 
stances of this particular case. It is alleg¬ 
ed that tho defendants, who aro land¬ 
holders, had outorod into a contract with 
oortain uoighhouring laud-holders as to the 
holding of markets on their respective 
lands. Tho plaintiffs sued for enforcement 
of this contract and for damages. The first 
Court throw out the case on the finding, 
tliat tlia agivomeut was void, in that it was 
ail agreemoiit restraining tlie defendants 
from OKOreising a lawful profession, trade 
or husiuoss, and that consequently it was 
not iiocossary to go into any of tho other 
questions raised hy the pleadings. The 
lower Appellate Court has reversed this 
decision and reminded tlio case for trial 
on tho merits. Tlie question is whether 
tlio owner of land entering into an agroo- 
mout with the owner of neighbouring land, 
to tho effect that a market for sale of cattle 
shall nob he held on the same day on the 
lands of both of thorn, is entering into au 
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agreement which is void under S. 27 
aforesaid. Ife seems to us that a land lord 
who in return for market tolls or fees, 
allows a cattle market to be conducted on 
his land is not thereby exercising the trade 
or business of selling cattle. If he is exer¬ 
cising any business at all, he is exercis¬ 
ing the business of a land holder, and the 
agreement on his part not to allow his land 
to be used for some particular purpose on 
some particular day is not an agreement 
restraining him from exercising a lawful 
profession, trade or business. These con¬ 
siderations are sufficient to dispose of this 
appeal. It is accordingly dismissed. 

Appeal dismissed^ 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 95. 

Eichabds, C. J. and Banerti, J. 

Kashi Ram and others —Plaintiffs- 

Appellants 

V. 

Het Singh and others —Defendants-Res¬ 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1241 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 25th November, 1914, from the 
decision of the Dist. J., Agra, dated 14th 
August, 1913. 

Transfer of Property Act (IF of 1882), S. 100-^^ 
Co-mortgagee redeeming prior mortgage has prior 
charge. 

A oo-mortgagoc who discharges a prior mort¬ 
gage has a prior charge over the property as 
against those who discharge a subsequent mort¬ 
gage. (11.O. 825, Bef.) [P. 96, C. 1.] - 

S. K. Dar —for Appellants. 

Durga Gharan Banerji —for Respon¬ 
dents. 

Judgment :—The facts connected with 
the suit out of which this appeal arises 
are a little complicated, but they never¬ 
theless may very shortly be stated. Tikam 
Singh made a mortgage in the year 1880 of 
a village called Kokna. A second mort¬ 
gage was made in the year 1839 by the 
same Tikam Singh and five of his sons. A 
third mortgage was made in the year 1891 
by the same Tikam Singh and two sons. 
The village was at that time joint family 
property. Subsequently the sons of Tikam 
Singh divided the village into a number 
oimahals. The mortgagee under the mort¬ 
gage of 1880 brought a suit against Het 
Singh, one of the sons, with the result 
that his mahal was sold and the mortgage 
discharged. Het Singh brought a suit 


against his brothers and their children 
claiming contribution under S. 2 of the 
Transfer of Property Act and obtained 
a decree. In the meantime, however, the 
plaintiffs had discharged the two later 
mortgages and they brought the present 
suit claiming that they also had a charge 
under S. 82. It was useless to them to 
claim any charge against the mahal which 
had belonged to Het Singh, because that 
mahal had been sold in discharge of first 
mortgage. A number of questions were 
gone into in the Court below which, it 
appears to us, were not very relevant. The 
Court of first instance granted the plain¬ 
tiffs a decree. The lower Appellate Court 
modified the decree of the Court of first 
instance by dismissing the suit of some 
of the plaintiffs, on the ground that they 
pleaded their claim as a set-os' to the suit 
brought by Het Singh, that such plea was 
decided against them and that according¬ 
ly on the principle ot res judicata they 
could not now set up a claim which was 
disposed of in the previous litigation. 
Had it been necessary to decide the point, 
we doubt very much that we would have 
agi'oed with the lower Appellate Court 
on this question of set-off. It seems to us 
very doubtful whether under the circum¬ 
stances of the present case the claim of 
the plaintiffs could have been “set-off” 
against the claim of Het Singh in the pre¬ 
vious litigation. In the view we take of 
the case, howevei*, it is unnecessary to 
decide this point. It seems to us that 
the only question which it is necessary 
to decide is the question of the priority of 
the cliarge of Het Singh. Tlie mortgage 
of 1880 was not discharged until the 20th 
of April, 1907. If Het Singh’s charge is 
to take priority as of this date, then it 
would appear to us that the plaintiffs 
would be entitled to make the “interest” 
of the defendants, i e., their charge con¬ 
tribute rateably to the discharge of the 
two mortgages of 1BS9 and 1891. On the 
other hand if Het Singli’s charge takes 
priority from the date of the mortgage of 
1330, then blie plaintiffs are not entitled 
to any charge under S. 82 of the Transfer 
of Property Act. The very question seems 
to have arisen in the case of liar Prasad 
V. Raghuna^idau Prasad (1). At page 163 
of the judgment there is the following 
passage:—“The next question is whether 
this charge can take priority over the 
plaintiffs’ mortgage. No doubt the charge 

(1) (1909) 1 I.C. 825=31 All. 1G6. 
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came into existence when the mortgage 
was paid off, but as the person who ac¬ 
quired the charge had discharged a prior 
mortgage he acquired, we think, priority 
over an intermediate puisne mortgagee. 
There can be no doubt that a subsequent 
mortgagee or the purchaser of the 
equity of the redemption, who pays 
off a prior mortgage, acquires on 
equitable grounds priority over a puisne 
mortgagee. On the principle of subroga¬ 
tion he is substituted for the prior mort¬ 
gagee and acquires the rights of such 
mortgagee and the benefit of the securities 
held by him. We fail to see any differ¬ 
ence in principle between the case of a 
subsequent mortgagee or purchaser of the 
equity of redemption and that of a 
co-mortgagor who satisfies a prior mort¬ 
gage. Both classes of persons relieve 
another and liis property of the liability 
which attaches to them and the same 
principles of justice and equity which 
apply to the one class equally apply to the 
other.” 

Applying this principle to the present 
case, it would appear that the plaintiffs’ 
position cannot be placed higher than 
that of standing in the shoes of the mort¬ 
gagees under the mortgages of 1889 and 
1891, that is to say, that they are puisne 
to Het Singh and his successors-in-titlo, 
who for the purposes of the present claim 
stand in the shoes of the mortgagee 
under the mortgage of 1880, wliicli was 
discharged by the sale of Hot Singh’s pro¬ 
perty. 

This being so, it is clear that none of the 
plaintiffs have any right against the person 
or property of the defendants. The result 
is that wo must dismiss this appeal with 
costs, including fees in this Court on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal disviissc'L 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 96. 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Kashinath —Applicant 

V. 

Shaytkci' Kam and others —Opposite 
Parties. 

Criminal Bovn. No. G of lOlo, decided 

on 4tli January, 10lo, from the order of 
the District Magistrate, Benares. 

{&) Crivihtal J\ C.. [V of J SOS). S. 10 — 
'■ Accused be acquitted giving benefit of douM, wtien 
bench of Hon. Magistrates equally divided. 


Whore there is an irreoonoilable difference of 
opinion between the members of a Bench of two 
Honorary Magistrates as to the guilt of an 
aooused, they should follow the prlnoiple laid; 
down by the Local Government for their 
guldanoe though not formally issued by the 
District Magistrate of their district under S. 16. 
of the Criminal Procedure Code and, giving tha 
benefit of the doubt, should acquit the aooused. 

(b) Criminal P. C., {V of 1898), S. 432—No 
provision for reference by Honorary Magistrates^ 
when equally divided. . 

A referenoe by a Bench of Honorary Magis¬ 
trates on difierenoe of opinion between them ta 
a District Magistrate is irregular and not justi¬ 
fied by any provisions of Criminal Ptooeduto 
Code. 

Saiya Chandra Mukerjee —for Ap plicant 

Judgment :—la this case a number of 
persons were on their trial before a Bench 
of Magistrates exercising jurisdiction 
within the limits of the Municipality of 
Benares. That Bench consisted of two 
members. Pandit Bam Cliander Naick 
Kalia and Babu Sita Bam. I find on 
a reference to the Civil List of this Pro¬ 
vince that each of these Magistrates 
sitting singly exercises the powers of a 
Magistrate of the third class, bub that 
any two Magistrates within the Munici¬ 
pality of Benares sitting together as a 
Bench are empowered to exercise the 
jurisdiction of a Magistrate of the second 
class. After a complete trial the two 
Magistrates differed in opinion. Pandit 
Bam Chandor Naik Kalia found the four 
accused persons not guilty and recorded 
a judgment concluding with an order of 
acquittal, Babu Sita Bam was of opinion 
that tho ollence charged was proved 
against all tho accused persons and 
recorded a judgment convicting and sen- 
touciug thorn to pay a fine of Bs. 50 each. 
Tho two Magistrates then signed an 
order referring tho case to the District 
Magistrate of Bonaros for consideration 
and orders, Tho District Magistrate 
recorded a note upon this referenoe, to 
tlio otlect tliat under tho standing rules 
for conduct of business by a Bench of 
Honorary Magistrates, “when there is 
a Bondi of two and one is for conviction 
and tho other for acquittal, tho accused 
is to be acquitted.” No further orders 
ai>pear to have boon passed in tho case. 
Tho complainant lias brought tho matter 
before this Court in revision. Tha pro¬ 
ceedings of tho Honorary Magistmtes 
wore, as a matter of fact, irrogulai*. 
Under 8. IG of tho Code of Criminal 
Procedure tlio Local Government may, 
or subject to tho control of tho Local 
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Government the District Magistrate may 
make rules consistent with this Code 
for the guidance of Magistrates’ Benches 
respecting various subjects, including 
amongst others “the mode of settling 
differences of opinion which may arise 
between the Magistrates in Session.” 
The Local Government has drawn up a 
draft of certain rules recommended 
for general adoption. The seventh 
of these rules provides as follows :—‘ In 
regard to a finding, when the number 
of the members is uneven the opinion of 
the majority shall prevail, when the 
number is even and the members are 
equally divided the accused shall get the 
benefit of the doubt.” The intention of 
the Local Government in framing these 
draft rules obviously was that the Dis¬ 
trict Magistrates should formally issue 
the said rules, or rules to the same effect, 
for their own districts in the exercise of 
the powers conferred upon them by S. 16 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure. It is 
not clear whether this has been done for 
the Benares district, but under the circum¬ 
stances I do not think it worth while 
to make further inquiry on this point. 
Even supposing that no formal order has 
been issued by the District Magistrate 
of Benares in this matter, the Bench of 
Honorary Magistrates, when they found 
that there was an irreconcilable differ¬ 
ence of opinion between them as to the 
guilt or innocence of the accused in 
this particular case, might well have 
accepted the principle laid down by 
the Local Government and passed orders 
accordingly. The order of reference to 
the District Magistrate was irregular 
and not justified by auy of the provi¬ 
sions of the Code of Criminal Procedure. 
As the record now stands before me, the 
trial of the accused persons is technically 
incomplete. The District Magistrate’s 
endorsement on the order of reference 
is not in itself, and obviously not intended 
to be, an order of acquittal. Strictly 
speaking the record requires to be 
completed by a formal order, signed 
by both the Magistrates, to the effect 
that, in view of the difference of opi¬ 
nion embodied in their respective 
judgments, they follow the principle laid 
down by the Local Government for their 
guidance and giving the accused the bene¬ 
fit of the doubt, formally acquit them. I 
do not think, however, that the interfer¬ 
ence of this Court is called for. For 
'sjne thing it is clear that in sub- 
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stance the opinion of the Magistrate who 
was in favour of the accused persons has 
been given effect to. If, however, any 
parties concerned think it desirable to 
move the Bench of Magistrates, or the 
District Magistrate himself, with a view 
to correcting the informality which I 
have noticed and placing on the record a 
proper order finally disposing of the case, 
I have no doubt that in view of the re¬ 
marks which I have made such a course 
would be adopted. 

I dismiss this application. 

Application dismissed. 
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Richards, C. J, and Banerjee, J. 

Manrjal Sen and others —Plaintiffs-Ap- 
pellants 

V. 

Muhammad Hussain and another — 
Defendants- Respondents. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 19 of 1914, 
decided on 4th December, 1914, from the 
decision of Tudball, J., dated 12th 
December, 1913, in SecoudiAppeal No. 725 
of 1912. 

Contract Act {IX of 1872), S. 2 {d)~Equity 
grants relief where no privity of contract—No 
equity between lessee of muapdar andhiszamiw 
dar—Zemindar cannot stie lessee of muajidar for 
rent. 

A plaintili cannot make a defendant liable 
upon a contract to which the plaiotifi was not 
privy, but in such oases as the defendant would 
be held liable in “ Court of Equity ” the Courts 
in this country should hold him liable, 

[P. 98, C. 2.] 

A zemindar who is entitled to zemindari dues 
from his muafidar is not entitled to sue a lessee 
from the muajld\r for the dues when he was not 
privy to the contract between his muafidar and 
lessee, although the lessee agreed inhls contract 
to pay the dues, as the has 

no such equity agaiust the lessee as a Court of 
equity would enforce in his favour. 

[P. 93, C. 1 & 2.] 

Tcj Bahadur Sapru —for Appellants. 

B. E. O'Gonor —for Respondents. 

Judgment;—This appeal arises out of a 
suit in which the plaintiffs claimed 
dari dues. They made defendants to the 
suit a certain muafidar and also two les¬ 
sees from the muafidar. It is admitted that 
zemindars were entitled to dues (though 
not the amount claimed) from the muafidar. 
Under the terms of the lease the other de¬ 
fendants, that is to say, the lessees from 
the muafidar, undertook to pay the zemin- 
dari dues. The plaintiffs mainly claimed 
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against the lessees, but stated that for the 
sake of precaution the muafidar was also 
made a defendant and that if they were 
not entitled to a decree against the lessees 
they might have a decree against him. The 
lessees (the respondents to the present 

appeal) pleaded, that they were not 

liable to the plaintiffs, inasmuch as they 
had never entered into any contract with 
them, and secondly, that if they were at 
all liable the dues were not as claimed by 
the plaintiffs. The Court o£ first instance 
granted a decree against the present res¬ 
pondents exempting the Tnudfidar. The 
respondents appealed with tlie result that 
the decree of the Court of first instance 
was confirmed. The plaintiffs preferred 
no appeal against the dismissal of their 
claim against the mnafi-dar. In second ap¬ 
peal to this Court the decrees of the Courts 
below were set aside and the plaintiffs’ suit 
dismissed. Against this decree the plain¬ 
tiffs have preferred the present Letters 
Patent appeal. 

The only point to be decided is, whether 
or not under the circumstances of the 
present casce the plaintiffs were entitled to 
sue the defendants, the lessees. It is admit¬ 
ted that there was no privity of contract. 
It is also admitted that the respondents’ 
liabilty (if any) is under the terms of their 
contract with their lessor, the muaddar. 
In our opinion the learned Judge of this 
Court was correct in the view lie took. The 
learned Advocate on behalf of the appel¬ 
lants contends that wherever there is a 
contract under which a third party may 
obtain a benefit, ho is entitled to sue upon 
that contract just as fully as ho could do 
if he had boon a party to it. Wo think 
that such a proposition is altogotlior too 
wide. In the present case it is protty clear 
that if tho plaintiffs thought it was to their 
advantage, they might oven have refused 
to recognise tho respondents as tho persons 
liable to pay tlioir <luo3. Wo may also 
point out that in many cases it would bo 
extremely inconvenient tliat parties sliould 
bo sued by persons who wore no parties 
to tho contract. On the strict words of 
the present contract tho lessees wore liable 
to I'ay “tlio zemhulari duos.’* and yet wo 
find that there is a dilToronco of opinion 
between tlio plaintiffs and tho respondents 
as to tlio amount of those duos. Tho 
plaintiffs never agreed to accept tho res¬ 
pondents as tho persons to wliom thoy 
would look for the payment of their dues. 
Thoy never in any way altered tlioir posi¬ 
tion in consequence of the contraot which 


the respondents entered into with their 
lessor. We think there can be no doubt 
that the general rule is that a party oannot 
make auother person liable upon a con¬ 
tract to which the suing party was not 
privy. There are no doubt exceptions to 
this rule. We think that it may fairly be 
said that in all such oases as the defendant 
would be liable in a " Court of Equity,” 
the Courts in this country should hold 
him liable. Bub we do nob think that the 
present is a case in which a “ Court of 
Equity’' could grant the plaintiff relief. 
The case of Nawab Kkwaja Muhammad 
Khan v. Husaini Begum (1) has been cited. 
In that case there was a marriage arrange¬ 
ment between the defendant and the father 
of the plaintiff, whereby the defendant 
agreed to pay Rs. 50J a month to the 
plaintiff and charged certain property with 
the payment of the money. It was held 
that the plaintiff, although no party to the 
contract, was entitled to enforce it. At 
page 413 of the Report their Lordships of 
the Privy Council say: “ Here the agree¬ 
ment executed by the defendant specific¬ 
ally charges immovable property for the 
allowance, which he binds himself to pay 
to the plaintiff ; she is the only person 
beneficially entitled under it. In their 
Lordships’ judgment although no party bo 
tho document, she is clearly entitled to 
proceed in equity to enforoa her claim.” 

The case of v. The Metropolitan 

Railway Warehousing Company (2) was 
also quoted. There tho plaintiff had done 
work at tho instance of a promoter of a 
Company. The Articles of the Association 
provided that in certain events the sum of 
£2,000 would bo paid to ouo of tho pro¬ 
moters for the plaintiff who had done the 
work. It was held that the plaintiff could 
get the money from tho Company. copy 
of tho Artiolos of Association had boon 
soiit bo tlio plaintiff, ho had done tho work 
and tho Company liad gob tho bonofit of 
his labours. 

In tho case of Deb yarain Dutt v. Ram 
Sadhan Mandal (3) it was also hold that 
tlio plaintiff', though not a party to the 
avrangomonb hotwoon tho dofoudaut and 
tho third party, was outitlod bo be paid a 
sum of Rs. 300 and iiitarost. At pago 14'2 
tho facts of tho caso are briotly stated by 
tho loarnod Chief Justice : “On tho 22ad 

(1) (1910) 32 Ml U0 = 7 I. 0 'i37-=37 X.A. 15^ 

(1\C,). 

(•2) (1871) 6 Oh. App. 671 at p. 677. 

(3) (1913) 20 I.O. 630=11 Cal. 137. 
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July, 1899, defendants Nos. 1 to 4 borrow¬ 
ed from the plaintiff a sum of Rs. 300, and, 
by way of security for this, they gave a 
personal covenant by a registered bond, and 
also purported, though ineffectually, to 
create a charge, by deposit of a patta relat¬ 
ing to immovable property* Interest was 
paid on this bond up to the 13th of April, 
1903, and, on the 18th of August, 1903, 
defendants Nos. 1 to 4 executed a register¬ 
ed instrument of transfer of all their pro¬ 
perty, movable and immovable, to defen¬ 
dant No. 5 for a sum of Rs. 2,000, becom¬ 
ing thereby, as the plaintiff describes it, 
‘rightless.’ This Rs. 2,000 was not all paid 
in cash, but there was a provision and 
declaration in the kabala that out of this 
consideration money of Rs. 2,000, amongst 
•other things, the sum of Rs, 330 due to the 
plaintiff should be paid by defendant No. 5. 
On the very same day there was an 
arrangement between the plaintiff and 
defendant No. 5 by which the liability of 
defendant No. 5 under the transfer was 
-acknowledged and accepted, and either 
then or in connection therewith this patta 
was handed over to defendant No. 5.” 

It is clear that in all these cases the 
plaintiff had an “ equity ” which would 
always have been enforced by an English 
Court of Equity. The facts of the present 
case, as already pointed out, are quite 
different. We think the view taken by the 
learned Judge of this Court was correct 
and we dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 99. 

Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Bupan Singh —Defendant-Appellant 

v. 

Champa Lai and others —Plaintiffs- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1022 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 19th November, 1914, from the 
decision of the Dist. J., Benares, dated 6th 
May, 1913. 

Transfer of Property Act {IV of 1882). Ss. 5l, 
63 and 72~UsufrUrCtuary mortgagee constructing 
new room in place of old fallen one is entiiled to 
■here'imhurs^—Mlortgagor not liable for addition- 
al upper storey. 

A kacha one-storied hou^e was usufruotuarily 
mortgaged for Bs. 400. The mortgagee built a 
pacca room in place of a kacha room that had 
Jallen down and over the new room he bnilt 
a second storey and put up a pacca staircase to 


communicate with the upper storey. The whole 
oonstruotion cost him about Bs. 300 : 

that the mortgagee was entitled to re¬ 
cover from the mortgagor the cost of the new 
room on the ground floor, as its oonstruotion 
was oovered by S. 72 of the Transfer of Property 
Aot. [P. 99, C. 2.] 

Held, farther that the mortgagee was not 
entitled to recover the cost of the upper storey 
and the staicoase as they were built by him for 
his own convenience and comfort without any 
necessity and without the mortgagor's desire or 
consent. 16 I. C. 635 and Shepard v. Jones 
(1832) (21 Ch. D. 469, Dist. 19 Mad. 327 and 
1883 A.W.N, 203, R^f.) [P. 100, C. 1 & 2.] 

Harnandan Prasad —for Appellant. 

Lalit Mohan Banerjee —for Respon¬ 
dents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out 
of a suit for redemption of a mortgage of 
a house in the city of Benares made to 
secure payment of a sum of Rs. 400. 
While in possession of the property, the 
mortgagee who is the appellant before us 
built a pacca room in place of a kacha 
room that had fallen down and over the 
new room he built a second storey and he 
put up a pacca staircase to communicate 
with the upper storey. The new ground 
floor room cost Rs. 147-6-0, the upper 
room cost Rs. 113 aud the staircase cost 
Rs. 46-8-6. The mortgagee claims to be 
entitled to these three sums upon redemp¬ 
tion of the mortgage, also to a small sum 
paid by him for taxes. The first Court dis¬ 
allowed the mortgagee’s claim to these 
sums and gave the plaintiff-respondent a 
sum for redemption on payment of Rs. 400 
only. On appeal the District Judge 
allowed the costs of the ground floor room 
but disallowed the other items. The mort¬ 
gagee has appealed to this Court regarding 
the items disallowed and there is a cross- 
objection regarding the cost of the ground 
floor room. 

Taking the cross-objection first we think 
that the District Judge was clearly right 
in allowing the cost of the new room on 
the ground floor, the original room had 
fallen down and the mortgagee was en¬ 
titled to re-build it otherwise the house 
would have become uninhabitable. Wa 
think that this item is covered by S. 72 
(b) of the Transfer of Property Act as an 
expense properly incurred for the preser¬ 
vation of the property. We canuoc agree 
with the argument of the plaintiff-respon¬ 
dent that the mortgagee was bound to re¬ 
build the room with kacha materials. Ha 
was entitled to re-build it in a more sub¬ 
stantial manner and so as to avoid 


1 


100 Allahabad 


RuPAN SiNQH V. Champa Lal 


191S^ 



constant expense over repairs, and we do 
not think that the sum spent on the work 
is excessive. 

The upper storey and staircase were built 
by the mortgagee for his own convenience 
and comfort without any necessity and 
without the mortgagor’s desire or consent. 
They alter the whole character of the 
house and are certainly not covered by 
any of the provisions of S. 72 of the 
Transfer of Property Act. If regarded as 
accessions to the property acquired at the 
expense of the mortgagee, they were not 
necessary to preserve the property from 
destruction or made with the consent of 
the mortgagor and as they cannot be 
separated from the rest of the property 
without detriment to it, the mortgagor is 
not bound to pay the coat of them under 
S. G3 of the Act. The mortgagee contends 
that S. 63 is inapplicable and that apart 
from S, 72 or any other provision of the 
Act, he is entitled to be recouped the cost 
of the up])er storey and staircase on the 
gi’ound that they are lasting improvements 
reasonably made for the benefit of the 
property which added to the selling value 
thereof. He relies upon the decision of 
Banerji, J., in liahamatvUah Beg Ynsnf 
Ali (1) in which ho followed and applied 
the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Shejmrd \\ Jones (2), That was not a 
suit for redemption at all, but a suit for an 
account from a mortgagee, who had exor¬ 
cised his power of sale, of the application 
of the proceeds of that sale and what was 
allowed was a sum of Rs. 100 spent in 
deepening a well in promises used as a 
brewery and worth lis. 0,000. What the 
Court actually hold was that if the money 
was spent on what turned outon imiuiry to 
bo a lasting and permanent improvement 
and it was found that the value of the 
proi^orty had boon enhanced to the extent 
of the money laid out, the mortgagor 
could not have the honolit of it without 
paying for the outlay. All the momhors 
of tlio Court lay stress on the consideration 
that not only must the improvomont be 
lasting and pormaiiont but the oxpondituro 
incurred must ho roasonahlo. They throw 
no doiiht whatever on the rule applied in 
many previous cases that mortgagor must 
not be improved out of his property. 
Assuming for the moment that wo are en¬ 
titled to go outside S. 72 of the Transfer 
^f 1‘roporty Act and apply the decision of 

(1) ( ) iG I. o. ' 

(2) (1882) 21 Ob. 1). •1G9 = ‘17 L. T. G0-1 = 

21 W. R. 308. 


Shepard v. Jones (2) to their case, wd' 
find nothing in that decision which in any 
way helps the appellant-mortgagee. We- 
think that the mortgagee had no right 
whatever to add an upper storey to the^ 
house for his own benefit and at the^ 
expense of the mortgagor and consi¬ 
dering the value of the original house, 
we cannot hold that the expense 
incurred was reasonable. The prin¬ 
cipal sum secured was Rs. 400, bub the 
mortgagee has claimed to be paid about 
Rs. 300 for additions, improvements, eto.„ 
made without any reference to the mort¬ 
gagor. Nothing in the decision of Banerji,. 
J., or of the Court of Appeal in the cases 
cited above justifies such a claim as this. 

Further, we are of opinion that thej- 
claim made by the mortgagee cannot bel 
allowed unless it comes within S. 72 of* 
tho Transfer of Property Act. That was- 
the view taken by the Madras High Court 
in Arunachella Cheity v. Sethayi Aminal 

(3), and in Sammo v. Ahdut Wahid (4) 
this Court refused to allow a mortgagee- 
the cost of additions to the mortgage pro* 
perty made without the consent of the- 
mortgagor. It is not, however, clear that 
the latter caso was governed by the Trans¬ 
fer of Property Act. Tho caso of Shepard 
v./tuies (2) had not been decided by the 
Court of Appeal wlien tho Transfer of Pro¬ 
perty Act was passed, but there were 
many other published decisions on the 
subject including the caso of Sandon v. 
7ioo;>fr (o). which is referred toby Banerji, 
J., in tho course of his judgment. Nothing 
IS said in tho Act about compensation for 
improyemonts and wo think that the 
liegislature advisedly refrained from in¬ 
cluding in tho Act any provision which 
would enable a mortgagee without oonsont 
of tho mortgagor to add to and improve 
or alter tho proper! y. Such a power in 
tho hand of tho ordinary mortgagee iuthis 
country would obviously lead to much 
litigation and tho Ijcgislaturo was, wo 
think, well advised in restricting tho 
powers of tho mortgagee within narrow 
limits. 

Tho Court below refused to allow inter¬ 
est on tho sum of Rs. 147-6 0 and omitted 
to deal with tho claim on account of taxes 
paid by tho mortgagee. \Yo allow interest 
at tlio rate of 1 per cent, per mensem from 

i'^) (IGDG) P.) Mad. 327. 

(•1) 118^3) 18S3 A.W.N, 208. 

(5) (1843) G Poav. 24G = 49 E. R. 820 = 18 L, J,. 

Ch. 309=63 R. R. 72. 
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April 20fch, 1911, up to the date of redemp¬ 
tion on the sum of Rs. 147 6-0 and by con¬ 
sent of the plaintiff-respondent, we allow 
-a sum of Rs. '8-9-0 on account of taxes paid 
by the morfegagee. To this extent and as 
regards costs the appeal is allowed. The 
cross-objection is dismissed. The plaintiff- 
respondent and defendant-appellant will 
(pay and receive proportionate costs 
throughout. Other parties will pay their 
'OWn costs. 

Appeal partly alloioed: 

A. L R. 1915 Allahabad 101. 

Knox, J. 

Emperor —Prosecutor 

V. 

Abdul Bazaak and another —Opposite 
Rarties. 

Criminal Ref. No* 37 of 1915, decided 
on 19th February. 1915, from the refe¬ 
rence made by the Sessions Judge, Cawn- 
pore, in letter No. 67/111, dated 9th Feb¬ 
ruary, 1915. 

Criminal P. C. (F of 1898 }, S. 193 {2 )— 'Cages' 
do not include appeals—Sessions Judge cannot 
transfer appeals. 

Section 193, Cl. 2 of the Coda of Crimiaal 
Prooedure, ooufera on the Sessions Judge no 
power to transfer appeals to the Assistant Ses¬ 
sions Judge. The word'* case” in the section 
does not inolude an appeal. (7 All. 661; 9 Bom. 
164 and 2 A. L. J. 576, Ref. 

[P. 101, G. 2 & P. 102, 0. 1.] 

Judgment:— By an order, dated tbs 
-3rd February, 1915, the Sessions Judge 
-of Cawnpore transferred two Criminal 
Appeals Nos. 7 of 1915 and No, 14 of 1915 
pending in his Court to the Court of the 
Assistant Sessions Judge for trial. 

The section of the Code which he con¬ 
sidered justified this procedure on his part 
was S. 193, Cl. 2. This section pro¬ 
vides that Assistant Sessions Judges shall 
try such cases only as the Sessions Judge 
of the division by general or special order 
may make over to them for trial. In the 
opinion of the learned Sessions Judge the 

word “ case ” as used in this clause is not 

% 

defined, and he saw no reason why it 
should be confined to cases and not extend 
to appeals or ether matters. 

This Court has called for the records of 
the cases in question by the powers con¬ 
ferred upon it by S. 435 of the Code of 
.-Criminal Procedure. So far as I know 


the word “ case” has never'been defined 
in any General Clauses Act or in the Code 
of Criminal Procedure, nor am I aware 
that this particular point has come up to 
this Court for decision. 

In Ghattarpal Sinyh v. Raja Ram (1), 
Mr. Justice Mahmud held that so far as 
the Code of Civil Procedure was concerned 
the word “case” should be understood in 
its broadest and most ordinary sense, 
including all adjudications which might 
constitute the subject of appeal or revision. 
With all due respect I think a safer rule is 
to consider the word in connection with 
the particular Code or law in which it is 
found. Under the present circumstances 
there is considerable difficulty in assign¬ 
ing to the word such a broad meaning. 
The first difficulty will be found in S, 409 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure. That 
section deals with appeals. The right of 
appeal is a creation of Statute. With¬ 
out some particular provision authorizing 
an appeal no right of appeal is 
conferred. Even when a right of appeal 
has been conferred, the Court to which 
such appeal lies must also be specified. A 
right of appeal without any specification 
as to the Court to which such appeal 
should be preferred would be a useless 
right. 

The appeals with which we are con¬ 
cerned in the present case are appeals 
created by S. 408 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. That section provides for 
persons convicted on trials mentioned 
therein and wishing to appeal can appeal 
to the Court of Session. To find out 
what a Court of Session is, we have to 
turn to S. 9 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure and a liberal interpretation of 
S. 9 might bring within the words ‘ Court 
of Session” not only Sessions Judges but 
also the Additional Sessions Judge and 
the Assistant Sessions Judge, if there be 
any such within the Sessions division. If 
such an interpretation could be adopted 
it might, therefore, be argued that the 
words “ Court of Session” in this S. 408 
were wide enough to include all these 
officers, I pass over the anomaly in such 
an interpretation of the Court of the 
Assistant Sessions Judge being a Court 
from which appeals lie to the Court of 
Session. Section 409 by providing that 
an appeal shall lie to the Court of Session 
or Sessions Judge and shall be heard by 

(1) (1385) 7 All. 661=1885 A. W, N. 156. 
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tl^e Sessions Judge or by an Additional 
Sessions Judge, seems to make it clear 
that the Legislature intended that all 
appeals under the Code of Criminal Pro¬ 
cedure lying to the Court of Session were 
to be heard only by the Sessions Judge or 
by an Additional Sessions Judge. 

The Bombay High Court has had occa¬ 
sion to consider this question in more 
than one case. In the petition of Musa 
Asmal (2), they had to deal with a similar 
provision contained in Ss. 17 and 18 of 
Act X of 1872. Mr. Justice West held 
that S. 18 clearly was not meant to give a 
(/^^as^•revisional power over the Magis¬ 
trates of the District and at the same 
time no appellate jurisdiction. In a refe* 
rence made by the Sessions Judge of 
Surat the same High Court held that a 
joint Sessions Judge could not try appli¬ 
cations under Chap. 32 of the then 
current Code of Criminal Procedure. 
They endorsed the view stated by the 
Sessions Judge tliat the joint Sessions 
Judge was absolutely precluded from 
taking action under Chap. 32 of the 
Criminal Procedure Code, which relates 
to reference and revision. 

There is anotlior section in the present 
Code of Criminal Procedure which bears 
upon the point and that is S, 526. That 
section provides that the High Court can 
order “ that any particular criminal case 
or appeal” he transferred from one Court 
to another. If tlio view taken by the 
learned Sessions Judge of Cawnpore ho 
correct, the word ” appeal " used in this 
section would ho pure surplusage. But 
in S. 526 this i)hras 0 is used four times 
over and is again repeated in 8. 527 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure. It will 
bo found that a view similar to this lias 
been taken whore the words “ case " and 

ajipeal ” are to ho found in other laws. 
I will mention only one. Allah Dei Beaam 
V. Kesri Mai (3). 

I entertain no doubt, theroforo. that 
S. 193, Cl. 2. confers on the Sessions 
Judge no iiowor to transfer appeals to tho 
Aseistant Sessions Judge. 

I sot aside tlio order passed as being an 
illegal Older, and diiect tliat tho cate of 
Abdul Bazxnk and Abdul Shnkur i o re¬ 
turned to the Sessions Court of Cawnpore 
for trial by tho learned Sessions Judge or 

(•'') (1885) a Bom. UM. 

(3) (l£05) ‘2 A, L, J. 57G=n905l A.W.N. 199. 


by the Additional Sessions Judge of 
Cawnpore, if there be such a Judge m 
existence at the present time. 

Order set aside^ 
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Knox, J. 

Pahlad Das and others —Plaintiffs-Ap- 
plicants 

^ V. 

Collector of Jaunpur and others —De- 
fendants-Opposite Parties. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 117 of 1914, 
decided on 25th November, 1914, from tho- 
decision of the Sub-J., Benares, dated 7th 
February, 1914. 

Civil P. C.. {Vof J90S), S. 115—Wnng cal¬ 
culation of pleader's fees in drawing up decree 
not objected —A^/)/ica/ion to amend decree after 
one pear rejected—Order cannot be revised. 

Where in tho preparation of a decree two seta 
of Pleader's feo wero erroneously charged instead 
of one, and an applioation for amendment made 
nearly after a year was refused : 

Held, that tho High Court oould not interfere 
in revision as it was very doubtful whether the 
error oould properly bo considered either as a 
clerical or an arithmctloal mistake. 

[P. 104, C. 1.1 

Kailas Nath Katju—ior Applicants. 

E. .1. Byves, Jang Bahadur Lai and 
Kalindi Prasad —for Opposite Parties* 

JudgmentPahlad Das, the plaintiff, 
had brought two suits in the Court of the 
Subordinate Judge of Benares. Another 
suit had been brought by Babu Girdhar 
Das. To all three suits tho Collector of 
Jaunpur and certain other persons were 
made defendants. By consent of parties 
tho suit which was fully heard out was 
Suit No. 90 of 1910 in which Babu Gir¬ 
dhar Das was plaintiff. Full judgment 
was recorded in that ojiso by tho Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge of Benares, and in Suit 
No. 92 of 1910 he recorded the only order 

For tho reasons given in luy judgment in 
Suit No. 90 of 1910 tho suit is dismissed 
with costs. Tho other issues need not be 
tried. 1 am told by tho learned Vakil 
for tho applicant that tho couoludiug 
words of this judgment refer to additional 
issues which wore raised in this case only 
and not in the other two eases. This da- 
oision was passed on the 23rd of Soptem* 
her, 1911. A decree was prepared and ap* - 
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parently no objection was taken to the 
minutes of the decree when they were 
drawn up as required by 0. XX, E. 21, of 
the Code of Civil Procedure.'^' It is con¬ 
tended that into the decree thus prepared 
an error got in, namely, that in the sche¬ 
dule of costs drawn up two sets of Plea¬ 
der’s fees were charged, when only one set 
should have been charged if the rules pre- 
cribed by this Court for the guidance of 
subordinate Civil Courts in this matter 


• RULES FRAMED B7 TBE HIGH COURT OP 

Judicature, N.W.P., under S. 122 of the 
Civil Procedure code, act V of 1908 
Order XX, rule 21. 

( 1 ) Every decree and order as defined in 8. 2, 
other than a decree or order of a Court of Small 
Causes or of a Court in the exercise of the juris¬ 
diction of a Court of Small Causes, shall be 
drawn up in the Couit veroaoular. As soon as 
such decree or order has been drawn up, and 
before it is eigned, the munsarim shall cause a 
notice to be posted on tho notice board slating 
that the decree or order has been drawn up, and 
that any party or the Pleader of any party may, 
within six working days from the dale of such 
notice, peruse the draft decree or order and may 
sign it, or may file with the munsarim an objec¬ 
tion to it on the ground that there is in the 
judgment a verbal error or some accidental 
defect not affecting a material part of the case, 
or that such decree or order is at variance with 
the judgment or contains some clerical or 
arithmetical error. Such objection shall state 
clearly what is the error, defect, or variance 
alleged, and shall be signed and dated by the 
person making it. 

( 2 ) If any suoh objection be filed on or before the 
date specified in the notice, the munsarim shall 
enter the case in the earliest weekly list practi* 
cable, and shall, on the date fixed, put up the 
objection together with the record before the 
Judge who pronounced the judgment, or, if such 
Judge has ceased to be the Judge of the Court, 
before the Judge then presiding. 

(3) If no objection has been filed on or before 
the date specified in the notice, or if an objeo" 
tion has been filed and disallowed, the munsarim 
shall date the decree as of the day on which the 
judgment was pronounced and^ shall lay it 
before the Judge for signature in accordance 
with the provisions of Rr. 7 and 8. 

(4) If an objection has been duly filed and 
has been allowed, the correction or alteration 
directed by the Judge shall be made. Every 
such oorreotion or alteration in the judgment 
shall be made by the Judge in his own hand¬ 
writing. A decree amended in accordance with 
the correction or alteration directed by the 
Judge shall be drawn up and the munsarim 
shall date Iho decree as of the day on which the 
judgment was pronounced and shall lay it before 
the Judge for signature in accordance with the 
provisions of Rr. 7 and 8. 

(5) When the Judge signs the decree he shall 
make an autograph note stating the date on 
which the decree was sigued. 


had been followed. The special rules re¬ 
ferred to by the learned Vakil for the ap¬ 
plicant are Er. 30 and 31 in Chap. ^^I 
of the General Buies (Civil) of 1911. It 
was not until the 17th of August, 1912, or 
nearly a year after that the applicant dis¬ 
covered what he considered to be an error 
and went to the Subordinate Judge of 
Benares and asked him to correct the 
decree and amend it by substituting only 
one set of Pleader’s fees instead of two 
sets. The Subordinate Judge refused to 
amend the decree. The reasons he gives 
are that the record before him did not 
show whether the defendants in Suit 
No. 92 bad succeeded on a joint defence 
or on separate defences. He held that it 
was the duty of the applicant to send for 
the record or to file a copy of the judgment 
in the case, namely, the judgment in Suit 
No. 90. He was not satisfied from what 
was before him that there was anything 
wrong about the decree and he refused 
the application to amend. It is^ contend¬ 
ed before me that there is a manifest error 
in the decree. The defendants had on a 
joint and common defence succeeded and 
were entitled in law as provided in the 
judgment, only to one set of costs._ This 
being so, the lower Court acted illegal¬ 
ly and with material irregularity in 
refusing to amend the decree so as 
to bring it in accordance with the judg¬ 
ment. In support of his contention the 
learned Vakil referred me to the case 
oi.Baijnath Prosad Singh v. Sha^n Sunder 


-General Rules (Civil) of 191i for 
Civil Courts subordinate to the 
HIGH Court of judicature fob the 

N. W. P. 


hapterXXT, R. 30-If several defendants, 
)havaa joint or common interest, succeed 
,D a joint defence, or upon separate defences 
.stantially the same, not more than one fee 
11 be allowed, unless tho Courts fehallother- 
e order for a reason which shall be recorded 
be judgment. II only one fee be allowed, 
Court shall direct to which of the deien- 
,tBit shall be paid, or shall apportion it 
the several defendants in such manner 


Rule 31—If sevcrrtl defendants, who have 
separate interests, set up separate or distinct 
defences and succeed thereon, a fee for one 
practitioner for each of the defendants who shall 
appear by a separate legal practitioner maybe 
allowed in respect of his separate interest. 'Such 
fee, if allowed shall be calculated with reference 
to tho value of the separate interest of such 
defendant in the manner hereinbefore pres¬ 
cribed. 
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Euer (1), also the oase of Sankuratri Tim- 
mayya v. Sri Rajah Uppalapati Venkata- 
vijaya Gopalaraj Bahadur Zemindar 
Garu (2), which is to be found in Indian 
Cases, Volume 24, page 878. In the latter 
oase the error put forward for correction 
was a patent arithmetical error in the 
calculation of Vakil’s fees. The Calcutta 
case is more on all fours with the case 
before me, and there is no doubt that the 
learned Judges of the Calcutta High Court 
did act in revision and did calculate the 
fees on a different scale from that which 
the Court below had given. I was also 
referred to the case of Sheo Balak Paihak 
V. SuJchdei (3), in which the orders given 
were that a clerical error should be amend¬ 
ed throughout the record beginning with 
the plaint down to the decree. Apparently 
the error had run through the whole case. 
So far as I know O. XX, R. 21. is not to be 
found in the rules made under the .Civil 
Procedure Code either by the Calcutta or 
the Madras High Court. It may bo so but 
it has not been pointed out to me. It is a 
rule which is now part of the procedure 
enjoined by law. So far as the subordinate 
Courts are concerned O. XX, R. 21, gives 
a special and particular mode of procedure 
when a decree iias been drawn up by which 
tlio accuracy of the decree may, as far as 
possible, be ensureil. As I have already 
pointed out, the Pleader connected witii 
the case did not follow the rules there laid 
down, but has now come in very nearly a 
year after he got the decree and asks that 
tliat decree may bo amended. I am not in 
favour of exorcising the powers of revision 
oven if I have tlioni in this direction. I 
iam also very doubtful whether the present 
error can properly bo considered either as 
a clerical or an arithmetical mistako. I 
decline to grant the application and I 
dismiss it, I make no order as to costs. 

iC(X t iOH dis m issed. 


(1) 0014) '22 I.c. 402 = 41 Cal. C37. 

(2) 24 I. C. 878. 

(3) (1914) A. I, R. 1914 All. 61 = 23 I.O. 341. 
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Riohaeds, C.J. and Baneeti, J. 

Jagarnath Gir —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Tirguna Nand and others —Defendantg- 
Respondents. 

First Appeal No 270 of 1913, decided 
on 21st January, 1915, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Benares, dated 24th April, 
l913. 

Specific Relief Act (/ of 1877), S. 4^8—Properly 
in possession of Court of IVards for person flitab- 
lishing his tide—Suit under S. 42 lies against 
rival claimants. 

Where the Court of Wards is in possession of 
ft certain property on behalf of the person who 
might establish hie tiilo to it, a suit for dcola* 
ration of title by a claimant as against several 
ether olaimauts to the property is not barred by 
S 42 of the Specific Relief Act. (20 All. 120,Dist.), 

Purushotlam Das Tandon —for Appel¬ 
lant. 

Kalindi Prasad —for Respondents.' 

Judgment: —Tliis appeal arises out of 
a suit in whicli the plaintitT claimed a 
declaration that he-was entitled to certain 
mult property as tlio mahant thereof in 
Succession to the last viahant It appears 
that the last ynahant, oao Naruin Gir, was 
a minor and tliat the property was taken 
over by the Court of Wards. After his 
deatli the plaintili made claim as did cer¬ 
tain other persons who are the defendants 
to tlio present suit. Tlie Court of Wards, 
wliicli is in possession of the property 
declined to hand over possession until 
some one should establish his title to the 
inahiiH (ship. 

The lower Court without going into the 

merits lias dismissed tlio itlaintiff's suit 

upon two grounds, namely, that the Court 

of Wards was not made party to the suit 

and tliat the plaintili' did not claim posses¬ 
sion. 

It seems to us that the suit ought not to 
have boon dismissed on either of these 
grounds. The Court of Wards made no 
claim to the property. If the Court of 
W ards wished to be made a party to the 
suit, it could apply to the Court to be 
made a party on its peril on the question 
of costs. If the Court below thought that 
the suit could not bo disposed of without 
the (J^^ourt of Wards being a party, it could, 
and in our opinion ought to, have exerois- 
ed its jurisdiction in making the Court of 
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Wards a party to the suit. We, however, 
:think that it is highly probable in the 
present case that the Court of Wards will 
be perfectly satisfied with the decision of 
the Court in the present suit, and that it 
has no desire of any kind to be made a 
party to the proceedings. 

On the second question we are of opinion 
that the possession of the Court of Wards 
is in trust for the person who shall 
establish his title to the viahantship. No 
one is entitled to get possession from the 
Court of Wards until such time as his title 
is established. Therefore the plaintiff was 
not entitled at the time he brought his 
suit to possession. We, therefore, think 
that S. 42 of the Specific Relief Act does 
not apply to the circumstances of the 
present case. As we have already pointed 
■out, the Court of Wards does not deny the 
plaintiff’s title but admits that it holds the 
property for the person legally entitled. 
The learned District Judge has referred to 
the case of Goswami Banchor Lalji v. Sri 
Girdhariji {l), In our opinion this case 
has no bearing on the present case. The 
Court in that case, we think, rightly held 
that the plaintiff’s proper remedy was by 
way of a suit for possession against the 
parties who dispossessed him. The suit 
being a suit for possession the period within 
which it could be brought was 12 years. 
This was the only matter which was dis¬ 
cussed in the case. 

We accordingly allow the appeal, set 
aside the decree of the Court below, and 
remand the case to that Court with direc¬ 
tions to re-admit the suit ueder its original 
number in the file and to proceed to hear 
and determine the same on its merits. 
Costs here and heretofore will be costs in 
:the cause. 

The Collector as representing the Court 
■of Wards may be informed of our judg- 
jnent. 

Appeal allowed; 

Suit remanded. 
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Chamier, J. 

Kalian Singh and others —Decree- 
holders-Appellants 

V. 

Jagan Prasad —Judgment-debtor-Res- 
pondent. 

First Appeal No. 261 of 1914, decided 
on 8th December, 1914, from the decision 
of the Sub-J., Muttra. 

Ciml P. G. (V of 1908), S, 11—Judgment- 
debtor failing to p>ut forth some objectioyis in exe' 
cution is not birred by ros judicata. 

It is not necessary that a judgoaent-dobtot 
who puts forward objections la the execution 
departoaenb must put forward all possible objoc- 
tioos once and for all. If he does not do so, 
matters which he has omitted must not be 
treated as res judicata against him. 

[P. 106, C. 1.] 

Gulzari Lai —for Appellants. 

Kailash Nath Katjti —for Respondent. 

Judgment:—This appeal arises out of 
proceedings in execution of a decree pass¬ 
ed in 1911. The decree was for Rs. 20,200 
with proportionate costs and the Court 
also gave the plaintiffs future interest, 
that is, interest from the date of suit at 
the rate of six per cent, per annum. The 
first question for decision is whether the 
Court allowed interest on the costs award¬ 
ed. It appears to me that the decree read 
by itself is plain enough. The expression 
"'sud agenda' is applicable to the princi¬ 
pal sum decreed, and not to the sum 
awarded as costs, aud if there is any doubt 
as to the meaning of the decree, it is set 
at rest by a reference to the judgment 
which makes the meaning quite plaiu. In 
my opinion the decree holders were not 
entitled to interest on the amount of costs 
awarded. It appears that in 1912 an ap¬ 
plication was made to execute the decree 
and a report was put up which showed 
that a sum of Rs. 8,500 odd remained due. 
In November, 1912, some property was 
sold for the sum of Rs. 8,500, or deducting 
the sale commission, Rs. 8.479. Soon 
after the sale the judgment-debtor applied 
to the Court for refund of Rs. 125, saying 
that the decree-holders bad been over-paid 
It does not appear how he proposed to 
make out this, and the Court ultimately 
decided that the decree-holders had not 
been over-paid. By the present apifiica- 
tion for execution the decree-holders seek 

to recover Rs. 110-3-0, as balance of the 


(1) (1897) 20 All. 120=1897 A.W.N. 2U. 
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amount of the decree, Bs. 5-3-6, interest 
on the same from the date of the sale 
above-mentioned and Rs. 178-1-0, interest 
on the sum of Rs. 8,479, total Rs, 293-7-6. 
The judgment-debtor objected, saying that 
if accounts were taken it would be found 
that the decree-holders had been over¬ 
paid. On this occasion for the first 
time in the history of the case the judg¬ 
ment-debtor pointed out that all along, 
interest had been calculated on the sum 
awarded as costs. According to my con¬ 
struction of the decree the decree-holders 
were not entitled to this interest. But it 
is contended that it is not open to 1 he 
judgment-debtor to raise the question at 
this stage of the suit, but that he ought 
to have raised the question long ago and 
in particular ho ought to have raised it in 
March, 1913, when he alleged that the 
decree-holders had been over paid. In 
fact it is contended that the matter is now 
res judicata against him, because he 
might and ought on that occasion to have 
raised the question which he has now 
raised. It has been held in several cases 
that a matter once decided by a Court exe¬ 
cuting a decree cannot be re-opened at a 
subsequent stage of the proceedings; but I 
am not aware that it has been hold that a 
judgment-debtor who puts forward ob¬ 
jections in tlio execution department must 
put forward all possible objections once and 
for all, and that if he does not do so, matters 
jWhich ho has omitted must ho treated as 
res judicata against him oven if lie was 
not aware of them. In the present case 
there has certainly been no decision on the 
question now raised and in the absence of 
authority I ain not prepared to hold that 
the matter is res judicata against the 
judgment-debtor, because ho had a pre¬ 
vious opportunity of raising the question 
but did not do so. If, as I liold. interest 
ouglit not to have been allowed on the 
sum awarded as costs, and the judgment- 
debtor is entitled to raise objection at this 
stage, tlie decreo-lioldcrs are certainly not 
entitled to the sum of Rs. 110-3-0, or to 
interest thereon. In any case they are 
not entitled to the sum of Rs. 178-1-0. 
They ]>iircliasod the ]ii\ipcrty themselves 
and, therefore, they jiaid no money intii 
Couit lit all, and oven if tlicy iiad paid 
money into Court they would not have 
been ontith'd to interest on the sum paid 
in b^ them. I am, thorefv'ro, of opinitui 
that the Court below was riglit in allowing 
judgmont-dohtor's objection. 1 do not un^ 
dorstand tiie Court below to have hold that 


the judgment-debtor is entitled to a refund 
of any particular amount. All that it did 
was to allow his objections and to dismiss 
the application for execution. This appeal 
fails and is dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismised^ 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ, 

Anand Sarup and others —Plaintiffs- 
Appellanta 

V. 

Asad All —Defendant-Respondent. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 102 of 1914, 
decided on 8th Februai-y, 1915 from the 
judgment of Richards, O.J., and Banerji, J.^ 
reported in A. I. R. 1914 All. 547. 

Civil. P.C. {V of 1909), 0. 41, B. 2 o~Low€t 
A ppellate Court findinq mortgage not proved-^ 
High Court not entitled to remand to find if 
defendant in adverse possessioyi, 

Wbero the lower Appellate Court has fouad la 
a redemption case that the mortgage is not 
proved, a Judge of the High Court is not ea* 
titled to remit an issue to enquire whether the 
mortgagor has been in possession either per¬ 
sonally or through others within 1‘2 years. 

[P. 107, 0. 1.]. 

Gulzari Lai —for Appellants. 

Abdul RaooJ —for Respondent. 

Judgment:—This is an appeal in a 
suit which has boon repeatedly before this 
Court and has given rise to considerable 
ditTereuces of opinion. As was pointed 
out by ;Mr. Justice Tudball in the first 
instance, the trouble began with the fram¬ 
ing of the plaint, and it is really doubtful 
whether a plaint such as tliis, seeking pos- 
session by redemption of an alleged mort¬ 
gage against one set of defendants, and 
possession by ejectment of another set of 
defendants as mere trespassers, should 
have been allowed to come to trial. How¬ 
ever, the actual point for decision is a 
narrow one. The respondent, Sued Asad 
Ali, is in possession of only a portion of 
the in-operty m-iginally in dispute with 
which wo uro now coneornod. Ho has 
throughout put tho i»laintitVs to proof of 
tlioir entire case. Tho plaintitYs said that 
tlie ]n-o]H'rty in possession of Syed Asad 
Ali fonnoil part of a larger property which 
had originally belonged to them and had 
boon mortgaged with possession to 
another sot of defendants. Their case was. 
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that Syed Asad Ali had entered into pos¬ 
session as a trespasser by ousting the per¬ 
sons whona the plaintiffs call their mort¬ 
gagees. On the pleadings the plaintiffs 
were bound to prove that they had a sub¬ 
sisting title against the defendant, Asad 
Ali. The original finding of the Appellate 
Court was that the plaintiffs had proved 
title to the whole of the property in dis¬ 
pute, but had not proved the mortgage 
set up by them or that the defendants 
whom they call their mortgagees had ever 
been in possession as such mortgagees. 
When the case was brought in second 
appeal before a single Judge of this Court 
an issue was remitted,asking fora definite 
finding as to whether the plaintiffs them¬ 
selves, or any person holding through or 
on behalf of the plaintiffs, had been in 
possession of this particular part of the 
property in dispute within twelve years 
prior to the institution of the suit. The 
remanded issue came before a Judge other 
than the Judge who originally disposed of 
the appeal. On a perusal of the two judg¬ 
ments it would seem that the learned 
Judges were inclined to differ as to the 
facts of the case. The second Judge, how¬ 
ever, felt himself unable to dissent from 
the finding of his predecessor against the 
existence or validity of the alleged mort¬ 
gage. Accordingly he returned a finding 
couched in guarded language, to the effect 
that the persons whom the plaintiffs call 
their mortgagees had been in possession 
within limitation. The contention for the 
plaintiffs as appellants now before us is 
that this is a finding in their favour. Their 
case all along was that their possession 
within limitation had been through cer¬ 
tain persons who were their mortgagees. 
There was no suggestion that these persons 
were in possession otherwise than as 
mortgagees of the plaintiffs. Practically, 
therefore, the finding that the possession 
of these so-called mortgagees was ^ in 
reality the possession of the plaintiffs 
could only be arrived at by reversing the 
finding that these persons were not in pos¬ 
session as mortgagees of the plaintiffs. 
think the view taken by the learned Chief 
Justice was right and that the plaintiffs 
have failed to prove their possession with¬ 
in limitation as against the defendant, 
Syed Asad Ali. One point in the case has, 
however, been overlooked in this Court. 
Syed Asad Ali is in possession of one half 
share only in the parao referred to in the 
judgment and decree of the lower Appel¬ 
late Court. It was probably by an over¬ 


sight that the learned District Judge, in 
the order by which he disposed of the ap¬ 
peal in his Court, directed that the decree 
of the first Court should be drawn up so 
as to make it clear that the parao was not 
included in the land covered by that 
decree. He should have said that one 
half share of the parao in possession of 
Syed Asad Ali was not so included. We 
must now order accordingly. Otherwise 
we dismiss this appeal. We make no order 
as to costs. 

Appeal dismissed^ 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

ML J/wnm—Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Madan Gopal —Defendant-Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 693 of 1913, decided 
on 5th January, 1915, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Benares, dated 15th March, 
1913. 

(a) Contract Act (IX of 2^2), S. J2~Contrac 
of sale with minor is loid—Xo title passes to 
minor. 

A contract of sale negotiated by a minor, who 
settled the terms, paid consideration and receiv¬ 
ed in return a deed purporting to convey im¬ 
movable property by way of sale, is altogether 
void a6 iniHo and no title thereby passes to the 
minor, (30 Cal. 539, (P.C.), Foil, case-law Ref.) 

[P. 109, C. 2.] 

Obiter dicta (1) Under tho provisions o 
8. 127 of the Transfer of Property Act a gift in 
favour of a minor is not void, though it may be 

voidable of the option of the minor. 

[P. 108, C. 2.] 

(b) Interpretation^Distinction between con' 
tract and conveyance explained. 

(2) There is a fundamental distinction bet¬ 
ween a contract and a conveyance. A conve¬ 
yance is a contract plus something more or, in 
other words, a conveyance by way of sale is 
either in itself a contract or at any rate involves 
or implies an antecedent contract. fP. 109, C. 2.] 

S. M. Snleman^ioY Appellant. 

A. P. Diihe —for Respondent. 

Judgment:—This case has had an 
unfortunate history. Mt. Munni Kunwar, 
the plaintiff, sued for recovery of pos¬ 
session over a certain house. Her case 
was that the defendant Madan Gopal, who 
w'as her father-in-law, conveyed the house 
in question to her by a sale-deed dated 
the 24th of September, 1901 and that she 
subsequently permitted him to reside in 
the same up to the year 1912. Being then 
desirous of occupying the house herself to 
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the exclusion of the defendant, she served 
the latter with a notice to vacate the 
house, and the cause of action is stated to 
have accrued to her on the 24th of 
February, 1912, the date of the defendant’s 
'refusal to vacate the house in accordance 
with the notice. The defendant replied 
that he had executed the sale-deed in suit 
in favour of his daughter-in-law without 
any consideration, as a colourable and 
fictitious transaction, and had remained 
in possession of the house ever since as 
proprietor. He alleged that his son Bish- 
nath Singh, husband of the plaintiff, hav¬ 
ing subsequently died, the plaintiff had 
gone to live with her own father and was 
now bringing this suit in collusion with 
her father, although both of them were 
perfectly aware of the fictitious nature of 
■the sale-deed of tlio 24th of September, 
1901. The case went to trial upon a plain 
issue of fact as regards the alleged ficti¬ 
tious nature of the sale deed and tlie pass¬ 
ing or otherwise of the consideration. At 
a very late stage of the case, it seems to 
have occurred to the learned Muusif tliat 
there was evidence on tlie face of the 
record to show that the filaintiff Mt. 
Munni Kunwar must have been a minor 
in the month of September 1901. Ho seems 
to have thought that this incident might 
furnish a short cut to the doteriiiination 
of the suit, without necessitating a trial 
of any of the questions of fact raised by 
the pleadings of the partios. Ho framed 
a fresh issue, and eventually dismissed 
the suit on the ground that, whatever tnay 
or may not have liajifiened at tlie time of 
the execution of tlio sale-deed of 1901, the 
fact tliat the plaintiff was then a minor 
was conclusive against lior. Tliis decision 
was affirmed by the District -Tudgo on ap¬ 
peal. When tlie matter came before mo 
in Juno last, I found it necessary, for 
reasons wliich need not now ho discussed, 
to remand the case in order tliat tlio (dain- 
tiff might have an opportunity of placing 
on the record certain evidence wliich had, 
in my ojiinion. been wrongly excluded at 
the trial in the Court of tiio Munsif, [ 
asked tlio lower Apjiollato Court, after re¬ 
cording this ovidonco, to ro consider its 
decision m the light of that evidence, and 
to state wliotlier the pleas taken in the 
first two paragrai>lis of tlio memorandum 
of appeal to tlio lower Appellate Court 
ought or ought not to prevail in the li-dit 
of the evidouco on the record taken a^’s a 
whole. I am now inclined to think that, 
as 1 was remanding the case, I would have 


exercised a wiser discretion if I had in¬ 
sisted on a clear finding of fact as to the 
passing of consideration and as to the 
alleged fictitious nature of the sale-deed. 
It appears that, when the plaintiff originaU 
ly led evidence in the Munsif’s Court, the 
fact that she was a minor in the year 1901 
was not present to her mind or to that of 
Iier legal advisers. 1 he case put forward 
by her was that the money which formed 
the consideration for tho sale was a gift to 
her from her father, and that she had 
negotiated the sale and paid over to the 
defendant the money thus received by her 
as a gift. When the question of mino¬ 
rity was raised, the plaintiff appears, as 
the learned District Judge has remark¬ 
ed, to have very distinctly shifted her 
ground. She then led evidence to prove 
that her father had negotiated on her ba- 
lialf the transaction of sale with the de¬ 
fendant, had paid over the money to the 
defendant on her behalf and caused a sale- 
deed of the house to be executed in her 
name If this wore so in fact, the trans¬ 
action would really amount to an acquisi¬ 
tion by the plaintiff's father from the 
defendant of a certain house and a gift of 
that house to the plaintiff by her father. 
The provisions of S. 127 of the Transfer 
of Broperty Act (IV of 1882) show that a 
gift in favour of a minor is not void, 
though it may be voidable at the option 
of the minor. I should feel no hesitation 
in holding that, if the facts wore as above 
slated, tlio present suit would be maintain- 
able. As the case stands, the learned 
District Judge has dotinitoly disbelieved 
and rejeotol tlio evidence tendered by the 
plaintiff' suh:;e(|uontly to my order of re¬ 
mand. Ho holds that whatever else may 
have htip])onod in connection with this 
contract of sale, it is not a fact that the 
sale was negotiated by tbe plaintiff’s 
father and tbe purchase made by him on 
the plaintiff's behalf. I think it unfor¬ 
tunate that the Courts below should not 
have proceeded further and considered the 
effect of the ]ffaintiff’s change of attitude 
and tlie contlicting nature of the evidence 
tendered by her, with regard to the plain 
issues of fact raised by the iffeadings as 
they originally stood. As the case stands 
I have no finding before me that considera¬ 
tion did or did not pass, or as to whether 
the execution of this sale deed of the 24th 
of Septombor, 1901, was not after all, as 
the defendant has all along pleaded, a 
purely fictitious transaction. I have to 
look at the question of law raised in this 
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■way ; Assuming for the sake of argument 
that in the month of September, 1901, the 
plaintiff, being at the time a minor, nego¬ 
tiated the sale of the house in suit with 
the defendant and paid over certain 
money to the defendant receiving in re¬ 
turn the sale-deed -which is the basis of 
the present suit, is that contract of sale 
void on the ground of the plaintiff’s 
minority, or can the plaintiff be said to 
have become by virtue of this transaction 
the owner of the house in suit ? The 
leading cases on the subject are the recent 
decisions of their Lordships of the Privy 
Cuucil in Mohori Bibi v. Bharmodas 
Ghose (1) and in Mir Sarwarjan v. 
Fakhurtiddin Mahomed (2). The Madras 
High Court in Novakoti Narayana Chetty 
V. Loyalinga Chetty (3), has interpreted 
these rulings as laying down in the broadest 
terms the principle that a sale in favour of 
a minor is void. The reasoning of the 
learned Judges in arriving at this decision 
commends itself to my mind and I do not 
think it necessary to reproduce it here. It 
has been suggested that the current of 
decisions in this Court has always been 
in another direction from the time of the 
earliest case on the point, that of Behari 
'Lai V. Beni Lai (4), in which a mortgage 
in favour of a minor was affirmed. Their 
Lordships of the Privy Council in Mohori 
Bibis case (1) pointed out that there had 
been some conflict of decisions in the 
Indian Courts, and considered it necessary 
to review the whole question of a contract 
to which a minor was a party with re¬ 
ference to the special provisions of the 
Indian Contract Act (IX of 1872). Any 
rulings prior in date require to be recon¬ 
sidered with reference to the principles 
laid down by the Privy Council. The 
nearest case in the plaintiff’s favour is that 
of Ulfat Bai v. Go^cri Shankar (5). It was 
there pointed out that the Transfer of 
Property Act in itself contains no provi¬ 
sion which makes a minor incapable of 
being a transferee of immovable property. 
That case, however, required to be consi¬ 
dered with reference to its own facts. The 
transfer was one by the minor’s certificated 
guardian in favour of the minor. The 
transaction as a whole certainly admitted 
of being regarded as a gift subject to a 

(1) (1903) 30 Cal. 539 = 30 I. A. 114 (P.C.). 

(2) (19r21 13 I. A. 331 = 39 Cal. 232=391. A. 

1{P.C.). 

(3) (1909) 4 I.O. 333=33 Mad. 312. 

(4) (1881) 3 All. 408. 

<5) (1911) 11 I. C. 20=33 All, 657. 


condition, and such transfer by way of 
gift would be voidable at the option of tho 
minor under the provisions of the Transfer 
of Property Act, to which I have already 
referred. It is quite true, as has been 
pointed out by this Court in more than 
one case, [Vide Rashik Lai v. Ram Narain 
(6)1, that there is a fundamental distinc-1 
tion between a contract and a conveyance] 
but it seems to me that this point might 
be stated with equal accuracy by saying 
that a conveyance is a contract some¬ 
thing more. At any rate, as the learned 
Judges of the Madras High Court have 
pointed out in the ruling already referred 
to, a conveyance by way of a sale either 
is in itself a contract or at any rate in¬ 
volves or implies an antecedent contract. 
On the principles laid down by their 
Lordships of the Privy Council in the 
cases already referred to, it seems to me 
impossible to avoid the conclusion that a 
contract of sale negotiated by a minor, 
the minor having settled the terms, paid 
consideration and received in return a deed 
purporting to convey immovable property 
by way of sale, is altogether void ab initio, 
and that no title thereby passed to the 
minor. 

This suit as brought must, therefore, 
fail. It has been suggested that, in the 
alternative, the plaintiff should be given a 
decree for the refund of the purchase- 
money. I may remark at once that I could 
not do this without once more remanding 
the case to the Court below for a definite 
finding as to whether the alleged sale con¬ 
sideration did or did not pass from the 
plaintiff to the defendant. It seems to me, 
however, that from any point of view the 
claim is not one whicli can bo entertained 
in the present suit. It was not expressly 
put forward in the plaint, and it is now 
sought to base it on the general prayer 
for any other relief, which is contained in 
the last paragraph of the plaint. If the 
plaintiff is regarded as claiming this re¬ 
fund of the sale consideration as money 
payable by the defendant for money 
received by the defendant for the plain¬ 
tiff’s use (Art. G2 of the first Sch dule to 
the Limitation Act IX of 1908), then the 
claim is time-barred, because it does not 
appear to have been brought within three 
years from the plaintiff's attaining majo¬ 
rity. For the same reason the claim can¬ 
not be sustained, as it perhaps might 
otherwise have been, as a claim for relief 
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on the ground of fraud. The only other sug¬ 
gestion which has been, or can be, put for¬ 
ward on behalf of the plaintiff is that the 
claim for refund of purchase-money might 
be sustained as a claim for money paid 
upon an existing consideration which 
afterwards fails. In that case Art. 97 of 
the Schedule already referred to would 
apply : but it would be for the plaintiff to 
show when it was that the consideration 
failed. There is authority in the case of 
Amna Bibi v. Udit Narain Misra (7) for 
giving the plaintiff in a case somewhat 
analogous to the present a decree for re¬ 
fund of the money paid, and for applying 
Art. 97 of the first Schedule to the Limita¬ 
tion Act to such a suit. In that case, 
however, as also in a similar case reported 
as Venkatarama Aiijar v. Venkata Subrah’ 
manian (8), there had been a previous suit 
resulting in an adjudication between the 
parties in consequence of which the plain¬ 
tiff had failed to obtain the property for 
the price of wliich he claimed in the 
second suit; limitation was held to run 
against the plaintiff from the date of the 
final decision in the first litigation holding 
the plaintiff's claim to the property to bo 
unenforcible. If these principles are in 
fact applicable to the present case, it may 
be that the plaintiff will have a cause of 
action from the date of the dismissal of 
the present appeal; but that is not a 
matter as to which it is necessary for me 
to express a final opinion in order to dispose 
of this appeal. So far as this claim for re¬ 
fund of purchase-money goes, I hold tliat 
the plaintiff, supposing her to be in fact 
entitled to such refund, has either a cause 
of action which lias become barred by 
time or a cause of action which has not yet 
arisen and will arise only on the failure of 
the present suit. For those reasons I dis¬ 
miss this appeal with costs including foes 
on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 


(7) (1909) I I, C. 890 = 31 All. 68=30 I. A. 41 

(P.C.). 

(8) (1901) 24 Mad. 27 = 10 M. L. J. 217. 
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Tudball, J, 

Zahir Singh —Applicant 

V, 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Eevn. Petn. No. 1228 of 1914, 
decided on 19th February, 1915, from 
the order of First Class Magistrate, 
Farrukhabad. 

(a) Criminal P. C. {V of 1898), Ss. 195 at%d 
537—Absence of sanction under S. 195 is not cured 
by S. 537. 

Sootioa 537 of the Code of Criminal Prooedare 
was never intended to allow a Magistrate to 
override the clear provisions of the Code. The 
seotion was intended to prevent a mere techni¬ 
cality from interfering with the course of 
justice, the error, omission, etc., being one 
. whioh had escaped all parties at the beginuing 
of the trial. Where, tb<'refore, the want of 
sanotion for proseoution of a oomplalnt is at 
ones brought to the attention of the Court, it is 
the duty of the Magistrate to refuse to take 
ooguizanco of tho oomplalnt on the ground that 
he cannot do so by reason of tho terms of S. 195 
of the Code. [P. Ill, C. 1.] 

(b) Criminal P. C. {V of 1898), S 337—Com* 
2 >laint against several dismissed in default — Fresh 
complaint i^ not eonftnuafioti. 

Sanction to prosecute Z and some other 
persons was granted under S. 195. On the basis 
of tho sanotion a complaint was filed but the 
accused were discharged as the oomplainant was 
not present on tho date of hearing. A fresh 
oomplaiut was filed against Z alone : 

Held, that the second complaint was notin 
continuation of the first. [P. Ill, 0.1.] 

.1. n. G. Hamilton —for .\pp 0 llant. 

B. Halcomson —for the Crown. 

Judgment;— This application in revi¬ 
sion arises out of the following facts. One 
Tika Ram obtained a sanotion on March 
3rd, 1013, to proseoufce Zahir Singh and 
certain others for offences under Ss. 467 
and 171 of tho Indian Penal Code. An 
appeal was filed against tho order granting 
sanotion. whioh was dismissed on June 
10th, 1913. On July 5th, 1913. Tika Ram 
filed a complaint against those three 
persons. Proceedings in tho case wore 
suspended pending tho decision of an ap¬ 
plication in revision to this Court. That 
application was rejected on January 91st, 
1911. Tika Ram then waited practically 
for four months until May 15th, 1914, 
when ho wont into Court and asked that 
his complaint might bo taken up and decid¬ 
ed, His application was granted and the 
oaso came up for hearing at tho end of ft 
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little over three months on August 20th, 
1914. Tika Ram did not appear and the 
^ifCCused were discharged. After the order 
of discharge had been made, Tika Ram 
filed a fresh complaint as against Zahir 
Singh only. Zahir Singh on this fresh 
complaint at once took objection that it 
was a complaint filed out of time and that 
the Magistrate could nob take cognizance 
of the offence. The Magistrate disallowed 
this objection in the following words : 
“The first application was within time and 
by the subsequent application the con¬ 
tinuity is not broken." In other words, 
he took this fresh complaint as being a 
proceeding in continuation of the former 
proceeding. This, however, was clearly 
wrong. It was clearly a fresh complaint 
as against ^ahir Singh alone. If Tika Ram 
wished to continue the former proceeding 
he could have gone to the District Magis¬ 
trate or the Sessions Judge and^ have 
obtained an order for further enquiry, on 
his first complaint. Zahir Singh has been 
committed for trial. The present applica¬ 
tion is directed to have that committal 
•order quashed. On behalf of the Crown 
it is urged that the defect in the section is 
one which is cured by S. 537 of the Code 
of Criminal Procedure. That section lays 
■down that subject to the provisions herein¬ 
before contained no order shall be reversed 
or altered in revision on account of want 
of any sanction required by S. 195, unless 
such want has in fact occasioned a failure 
of justice. The explanation attached to 
the section is that in determining whether 
any error, omission or irregularity in any 
proceeding under this Code has occasioned 
a failure of justice, the Court shall have 
regard to the fact whether an objection 
oould and should have been raised at an 
earlier stage of the proceeding. As has 
frequently been remarked in many cases, 
S. 537 is not perhaps happily worded. But 
to my mind one thing is clear, and that is 
that S. 537 was clearly never intended to 
allow a Magistrate to override the clear 
provisions of the Code. The section was 
intended to prevent a mere technicality 
from interfering with the course of justice, 
the error, omission, etc., being one which 
had escaped all parties at the beginning of 
the proceeding. Where, however, as in the 
present case, the want of sanction was at 
once brought to the attention of the Court, 
it was clearly the duty of the Magistrate 
to refuse to take cognizance of the com¬ 
plaint on the ground that he could not do 
■■ 80 by reason of the terms of S. 195 of the 


Code* To allow the present applicant to 
proceed to trial in the Court of Session 
would be grossly unfair, seeing that the 
trial must in the end fail by reason of the 
want of sanction. I, therefore, allow the 
application and set aside the order of the 
Court below. The applicant, if on bail, 
need not surrender; if in confinement, ha 
will be released at once. 

Application allowed. 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Bam Dnlari —Plaintiff* Appellant 

V. 

Balakram and another —Defendants- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 134 of 1914, decided 
on 3rd December, 1914, from the decree of 
the Sub-J., Shahjahanpur. 

Sindu Liw — Joint family ^Decree-holder 
attached undivided share^Partition decree de^ 
daring judgment-debtor"n interest remained wn* 
executed — Auction-purchaser of co-parcener's 
share not entitled to separate possession, 

B obtalaed a decree agaiueb 5 ia execution of 
which he attached S's one-sixth share in a 
house. S meanwhile sued R and others for 
partition of the house and obtained a decree on 
the condition to pay R?. 2^7 into Court. S did 
not piy the money and the decree remained 
unexecuted. B brought to sale and purchased 
the specific share allotted to 5 In the partition 
suit. B paid Rs. 237 into Court and obtained 
possession. R sued for declaration of her right 
and that B was not entitled t) possession of the 
house by virtue of his purchase : 

ReZi, thatB was not entitled to separate 
poisesslon of any specific portion of the house 
by virtue only of his purchase at the exeoution- 
aale, as what parsed to him was the right, title 
and interest of S in an undivided one-sixth 
share. [P. 112, C. 1 & 2.] 

S. C. Gkoiidhri —for Appellant. 

A, P. Dube-'for Respondents. 

Judgment The first rosponcleiib ob¬ 
tained in a Munsif’s Court a decree against 
the second respondent in execution of 
which, some time before the end of March 
1903, he attached the second respondent's 
one-sixth share in a house. In September, 
1903 while the share was under attach¬ 
ment, she brought a suit in a Subordinate 
Judge’s Court against the appellant and 
others for partition and separate posses¬ 
sion of her share, and in March, 1909 she 
obtained a decree, which was subject to a 
condition that she should pay Rs. 237 into 
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Court. She has never paid in the money 
and consequently the decree has not been 
executed. In July, 1911 the first respon¬ 
dent brought to sale in execution of his 
decree and purchased himself the specific 
share allotted to the second respondent by 
the decree in the partition suit. In Feb¬ 
ruary 1912 he paid Es. 237 into the Court 
of the Subordinate Judge and immediately 
afterwards he appplied to the Munsif for 
delivery of possession of the specific share 
purchased by him. The appellant objected 
but her objection was disallowed, and she 
then brought the present suit claiming a 
declaration that she is owner and in pos¬ 
session of the house and that the first res¬ 
pondent is not entitled to obtain posses¬ 
sion of the house by virtue of his purchase 
at the execution-sale. The first Court 
dismissed the suit on a ground that is 
clearly untenable. On appeal the District 
Judge confirmed the dismissal of the suit, 
upon the ground that altliough the second 
respondent was not entitled to a siiocilic 
share in the house till she paid the sum of 
Rg. 237 into Court, and therefore no speci¬ 
fic share passed to the first respondent at 
the execution sale, yet the latter must 
have acquired the right, title and interest 
of Mt. Sunder and was entitled to stand 
in her shoes, and having paid the required 
sum into Court before execution of the 
decree became time-barred was entitled to 
execute the docroo ol^tainod hy her. The 
appellant is ol)viou3ly not outitlol to the 
relief claimed in tlio plaint, for at the d ito 
of the suit she certainly was not thos'lo 
owner of the house and the first rospoudont 
had never attempted to got ])ossossion of 
the whole house, l)ut the facts are all 
before us and wo may properly givo lior 
such relief as sbo may bo ontitlod to. It 
appears to us that what passed to the first 
respondent at tlio execution sale was tho 
riglit, titlo ainl interest of Sunder to 
and in an undivided ono-sixth share, oven 
tliough it may have boon wrongly described 
as a spocilio or separate sharo in tho 
house, and tho first respondent was 
entitled to go to the Munsif and got him¬ 
self placed in possession of tlio undivided 
sharo. It is not for us to docido whether 
before or after obtaining possession of tho 
sharo in tliis way the first rospoudont was 
or is ontitlod to go to tlio Court of tlio 
Subordrnato Judge and oxocuto tho decree 
obtained hy ^ft. Sundor. That is a matter 
for tho Subordinate Judge to decide. It 
is (luito clear that tho first respondent 
was not, hy virtue only of his purchase, 


entitled to be placed by the Munsif in 
separate possession of that portion of the- 
house which would have passed into tho 
possession of Mt, Sunder if she had exe¬ 
cuted her decree, and we think that the 
appellant was and is entitled to a declara¬ 
tion that the first respondent is not entitl- ' 
ed to separate possession of any specific 
portion of the house by virtue only of his' 
purchase at the execution-sale. We allow’ 
the appeal and make a declaration to this 
effect. The parties will pay their own 
costs throughout. 

Appeal allowed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 112. 

Rafique, J. 

Chhajju —Defendant-Applicant 

V. 

Ayuh Ahmad —Plaintiff-Opposite Party* 

Civil Rovn, Petn. No. 136 of 1914,. 
decided on 8th January, 1915, from the 
decree of the Dist. J., Meerut, dated 16th 
May. 1914. 

Evidence .loi (I of 1ST3), S. 45—Appellate 
Court disheliovin t the evidence of either party 
ob/ainiu'? and decidinj on thumb impression 
report—Hold Proce iure unfoafren/^d. 

Iq a suit on a proiui^sory uofco an Appellate 
C.^urt, not m\Uini^ up its mind to beiiovo the 
witiiossoa of either p»rby, scut tho dooument 
whioh was tho subjeot-matter of dispute to the 
Thumb Improssiou l3uro kU and ou the reoeipt 
of tho rep irt of tho said bureau proceeded to 
d:eido tho appo-il : 

Held, that tho proooduro adopted by the 
Court was unwarranted by law. 

S, D. Sifiha —for Applicant. 

M. L. Aianvcila —for Opposite Party. 

Judgment:— This is an application in 
revision from tlie decree of the Additional 
Judge of 'Meerut. Ifc appears that the 
opposite party sued in tlio Court of the 
Munsif of Mu:iatTarnagav on tho basis of 
a pro-noto and tho applioant denied the 
oxocuticn of tho said pro-note. Both 
P!U-tios gave evidence and the Munsif 
disliolieving tlio ovidonce of tho plain- 
till opposite party dismissed hi3 
claim. On appeal ttio learned Additional 
Judge could not make up his miud as to 
wliich of tho two sots of witnesses wore 
to ho holiovod. After lioaring tho argu¬ 
ment in tho appeal ho sent tho pro-note to 
the Tluuuh Impression Bureau at 
Allahabad and on receipt of the report of 
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the said bureau he accepted the appeal. 
It is said on behalf of the defendant- 
applicant that the procedure adopted by 
the learned Judge was unwarranted by 
law. I think that the contention for the 
applicant is correct. The learned Judge, 
if he wanted to take additional evidence, 
should have done so according • to law. 
The decree of the lower Appellate Court 
is set aside. The learned Judge will 
dispose of the appeal according to law. 
Costs of this application are allowed to 
the applicant. 

Decree set aside. 
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ClIAMIRE, J. 

Kalfjan Singh —Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Pitamhar Singh and another —Plaintiffs- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 218 of 1914, decided 
on 9bh December, 1914, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Budaun. 

LimitaUoyi Act {IX of 1908), Arts. 144. 44 and 
91—Suit bgco-parcener to set aside sale by another 
and for 2 )os 8 ession is governed by Art. 144. 

A Buit to set aside a sale executed by one 
member of a joint Hindu family, and for pos- 
aession of the property is governed by .4rt. 144 
of the Limitation Act and not by Act, 44 or 
91. (9 I.C. 377. iifi/.). [P. 114, G. 1.] 

Benode Behai i —for Appellant. 

S. G. Banerji —for Respondents. 

Judgment:— This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the respondents to set 
aside a sale, made by their brother Sardar 
Singh and their mother Kaunsilia, of a 16 
hisioansi, 13 kachivansi, 5 nanioansi share 
in a village and for possession of the pro- 
perty. 

The share in question is part of a 1 biswa, 
19 biswansi, 15 kachioansi, 4 tamoansi, 2 
namuansi share in the village, which was 
the joint property of the three brothers and 
their father, who died many years ago 
when all three brothers were minors. 
During their minority their mother Kaun¬ 
silia mortgaged a 1 biswa, 15 biswansi, 
13 kachioansi share to one Raghunath 
Singh and placed him in possession. In 
1895 after the eldest brother Sardar Singh 
had attained full age, he and his mother 
sold the share now in suit to the aforesaid 
Raghunath and a man named Subadar 
Singh. The mortgage-money was paid off 
out of the usufruct by June, 1909, and the 
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two purchasers then took possession as such 
of the share which they had purchased. 

The present suit was instituted in 
August, 1912. The plaintiffs-respondents 
say that they did not get to know of the 
sale till August, 1911, and they suggest 
that the purchasers, who are represented 
in this suit by the appellant Kalyan and 
another, fraudulently concealed the fact of 
the sale from them. 

It has been found by both Courts below 
that no legal necessity for the sale has 
been established by the purchasers’ repre¬ 
sentatives. The only question for decision 
is whether the Courts below were right in 
holding that the suit was brought within 
time. It has been found, and it is now 
admitted, that both the plaintitfs-respon- 
dents attained majority more than three 
years before the suit. If, as contended by 
the appellant, Art. 44 of the first 
Schedule to the Limitation Act applies, 
then the suit is plainly barred by limita¬ 
tion unless the case is saved by S. 18 of the 
Act. Both Courts below have held that 
the suit is governed, not by Art. 44, but 
by Art. 144 and is within time, because 
the possession of the purchasers did not 
become adverse till 1909, when tlie mort¬ 
gage was cleared off. The.^ plaintiffs- 
respondents have treated tlie mortgage as 
binding upon them as they were entitled 
to do [see il/aia V. Ahmad Ali U)] 
and, therefore, possession of the purchasers 
did not become adverse to them till the 
mortgage was cleared off. If Art. 144 
applies the suit is well within time. 

I am unable to accept the contention 
that Art. 44 applies to tins suit. When 
the sale was made, Mi. Kaunsilia 
was not guardian of the property of the 
plaintiffs-respondents [see Gharibiillah v. 
Khalak Singh (2J], The property was part 
of the joint family property of the plain¬ 
tiffs and tlieir brother, Sardar Singh. 
Mt. Kaunsilia must, I think, be 
disregarded altogether. She had no right 
whatever to deal with the property of the 
family after Sardar Singli came of age. 

Regarded as a sale by her alone, the sale 
was void altogether and Art. 44 does 
not apply to such a case [see Sham 
Chandra Dafadar y. Gadadhar Mandal 
(3)]. The sale sliould, I think_,*bo regarded 
as having been made by Sardar Singh and 


(1) (1912) 13 1. C. 976=3t All. 213 = 39 I A 

49=15 O. G. 49 (P.C.). ' ‘ 

(2) (1903) 25 All. 407=30 I. A. 165 (P.C J. 

(3) (1911) 9 I. G. 377. 
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even if ifc be assumed that he was hdrta of 
the family, he was not guardian of the pro¬ 
perty of his brother within the meaning of 
Art. 44. This Article has never been ap¬ 
plied to a suit to set aside a sale by a karta 
of joint family property. Nor, as far as I 
am aware, has Art. 91 ever been applied to 
such a case as this. It appears to me that 
the relevant Article is 144,that the prayer in 
the plaint that the sale may be set aside is 
probably superfluous and that the suit is 
well within time. The appeal is dismissed 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards. C. J. and Tudbadd, J. 

Mehdi Hassan —Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Bacha Pandc“Plaintiff-Respondent. 

First Ap])eal No. 81 of 1914, decided on 
13th March, 1915, from the order of Dist. 
J., Azamgarh, dated 18th March, 1914. 

Lintitation Act {TX of 1003)^ Art. 10 —Suii by 
preferential pre-emptor ayainst remote pre emptor 
who had obtained decree is governed by Art, 10. 

A lease of some property was OKeouted on 27th 
June, 1910. A remote pre emptor brought a suit 
on the ’Ist of Maroh, 1911 iind obtained a deorce 
on 18 lh of September, 1011. After the decree a 
preferential claimant brought a suit for pre¬ 
emption, against the defendant who had obtain* 
ed the decree, on 31st i\Iay, 1912. 

Held, that the suit was barred by limitation. 
(5 I. C. 527, Dist ) LI". lU, C. 2.] 

Safi-uZ'Zaman —for Appellant. 

Naraynadeshawar Prasad Upadhya — 
for Respondent. 

Facts: —A lease of certain property 
was executed on the 27th June, 1910. 
Mehdi Uasan brouglit a suit for ]>r 0 - 
emption on the 31st of Marcli, 1911, and 
obtained a decree on tlio ISth of Septem¬ 
ber, 1911. After tlio decree Bacha Pando 
brought the present suit for pre emption 
against Mehdi Hasan on tlio ground that 
he had preferential rights to pro empt. 
Tlio first Court dismissed this suit as 
barred by limitation hut tlio lower 
Appellate Court reversed the dooision of 
the Court of first instance and romaudod 
the suit. The defendant thoreupou 
apiioalod to ti\o High Court against the 
order of remand. 

Judgment ;—This api^oal arises out of 
a suit for pro-oniption. The alienation 
complained of was made on the 27tli of 


June, 1910 to a stranger. The appellant- 
defendant brought a suit on the 31st of 
March, 1911 and obtained a decree for 
pre-emption. The present suit was not 
instituted until the Slsb of May, 1912, 
that is to say, long after limitation ex¬ 
pired, in respect of the same alienation 
which gave rise to the alleged right of 
pre-emption. It is perfectly clear, there¬ 
fore, that the present suit is barred by 
limitation. Reliance is placed upon the 
case of Raj Narain Rai v. Dunya Pande 
(1). The facts in that case were quite 
different. There the plaintiffs had 
brought the suit for pre emption well 
within the year after the alienation had 
been made. It was true that in the 
meantime another party had got a decree. 
The Court held that the suit being within 
time and the plaintiff not being a party to 
the suit in which the decree for pre¬ 
emption had been made, the plaintiff was 
not bound by that decree. In our opinion 
tlie decree of the Court of first instance 
dismissing the plaintiff's claim was correct 
and ought to be restored. We allow the 
appeal, set aside the decree of the Court 
below and restore the decree of the Court 
of first instanc; with costs in all Courts. 

Appeal allowed. 

(1) (1910) 5 I. 0 627 = 32 All. 340. 
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TUDBALL, J. 

Emperor —Applicant 

V. 

Jiwan —Opposite party. 

Criminal Rovn. No. 952 of 1914, 
decided on 2Gth November. 1914, on refer¬ 
ence by the S. J., Shaj'vhaupur. 

(A) OrimiuaZ P. {V of ISOS), S lOS- 
Court trying casu toifhoMf sanction tr/Mre sariclton 
necessary is not competent Court. 

WhoTO tho law requires a previous enDotloQ to 
bo given before A oh irge o.au bo ontortained by 
a Court, that Court is not a C.nirt of competent 
JurlsdiotioQ uatil tho s.\uotlou has boon ob- 
tatuod. 

(b) Criminal P. C , (Vof 1S9S), S. iVr> {l) and 
S. 403 {l)—Act}uittal of ojence lindtfr S 4()C> ori 
I.P.C., on the same f cts is no 6;ir for trial 
iinier S. SS, Regidration Act where former trial 
was wif/iont sanefion ami therefore Court was nol 
competent. 

An aoousod was placed upon trial for aiding 
and abetting forgery in oonucotiou with a doou- 
mont prosontod for registration and was acquit* 
tod. Ho was then placed upon his trial for 


1915 


Narain Sarup V* Nanda 


Allahabad 115 


aiding and abeUing oheabing in coaneoblon with 
tho sama btausaotion. He wks ooaviobad by the 
Magistrate but was acquitted ou appeal. The 
©isttiot Registrar thereupon gave aanotion foe 
his trial for an oSenoe under 8. 82 of the Regis- 
'tration Act. He was oomoiitted to Sessions and 
»the Sessions Judge made a reforanoa to the High 
Court suggesting that S. 403 of the Criminal 
I^rooaduce Code was a bar to his trial: 

3eldy that the former trial of the accused for 
the ofienoe of aiding and abetting forgery was in 
no way a bar to his trial for an oSecoe under 
the Registration Act, nor was hia trial and 
■acquittal of the oSenca of aiding and abetting 
'the cheating a bar by reason of Cl. 4 of S. 403 of 
•the Criminal Procedure Code as at the former 
ijclal the Court was not competent to charge 
with or convict or acquit of the oSeace with 
which he was subsequently charged by reason 
‘Of the want of sanction. (22 Bom. 711, FoU,). 

.[P, 115, C. 2.] 

B, Malcomson —for the Crown. 

Judgment: —This is a reference by the 
‘Sessions Judge of Shahjahanpur suggest¬ 
ing that the commitmeat of one Jiwan 
^Kahar on a charge under S. 82 (a) 
■of the Begistration Act for trial in his 
Court be quashed. The facts are simple. 
One Mt. Jhabbo died. Mt. Mulo forged a 
lease of certain land in favour of her own 
■sons, signing the name of Mt. Jhabbo 
'thereto. She then went to the Begistra¬ 
tion office and personating Mt, Jhabbo pre¬ 
sented the document for registration. 
Jiwan Kahar identified.her as being Mt. 
-Jhabbo, The document was registered and 
returned to Mt, Mulo. Mt. Mulo was placed 
•upon her trial and convicted of the offence 
-of forgery. She was also placed upon her 
lirial and convicted of the offence of 
'Cheating the Sub-Begistrar.^ Jiwan was 
placed upon his trial for aiding and abet- 
■ting forgery. He was acquitted. He was 
then placed upon his trial for aiding and 
abetting cheating. He was convicted by 
ithe Magistrate, but acquitted on appeal. 
Thereupon the District Begisbrar gave 
■sanction for his trial for an offence under 
S. 82 of the Begistration Act. The 
Magistrate has now committed the case 
for trial, and hence the present reference. 
The learned Sessions Judge in a long 
■order of reference suggests that under 
S. 403 the man cannot now be tried on 
^the sama facts for this offence under the 
Begistration Act, because this was an 
offence for which he might have been 
charged (under S. 236 of the Criminal 
! Procedure Code) and convicted (under 
S. 237) at his former trial. One point is 
quite clear that the former trial and acquib- 
: tal of Jiwan for the offence of aiding and 


abetting the forgery is in no way a bar to 
his trial for an offence under the Begis- 
trabion Act. The question is whether or 
not his trial and acquittal of the offence of 
aiding and abetting the cheating is a bar 
to the present trial. Where the law 
requires a previous sanction to be given 
before a charge can be entertained by a 
Court, that Court is nob a Court of com¬ 
petent jurisdiction until the sanction has 
been obtained. This was held in In re, 
S(iin3‘ud-din (1). At the former trial of 
Jiwan he could nob have been charged with 
or convicted or acquitted of the offence 
with which he is now charged by reason 
of the want of sanction. Clause 4 of S. 403 
lays down that a person acquitted of any 
offence constituted by any acts may, 
notwithstanding such acquittal, be subse¬ 
quently charged with and tried for any 
other offence constituted by the same acts! 
which he may have committed, if the 
Court by which he was first tried was nob 
competent to try the offence with which 
he is subsequently charged. Therefore, it 
is clear that Jiwan may now be tried for 
the offence under S. 82 of the Begistration 
Act. I, therefore, cannot accept the refer¬ 
ence and order the record to be returned. 
The Sessions Judge will proceed with the 
trial. He no doubt will take into con¬ 
sideration, if he finds the accused guilty, 
the fact that the man has already been 
subjected bo two trials and has served 
a considerable period in jail. 

Record returned. 


(1) (1898) 22 Bom. 711. 
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PIGGOTT, J. 


Narain Sarup and others —Plainbiffs- 
Appellants 



i'/andd—Defendant-Bespondent. 

Second App 0 :J No. 321 of 1914, decided 
on 30bh January, 191-5, from the decree of 
the Sub-J., Meerut, 

Practice — Pleadings — Claim for ejectment 
decreed on defendant's failure to establish his 
tenancy in revenue court under S. 202 of Agra 
Tenancy Act^Apoellate Court holding defendant 
tenant, for want of notice under S 109, Transfer 
of Property Act reversed decree-’Held appellate 
court erred in view of defendant's pleadings. 
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In an ejectment suit in the Civil Court, the 
defendant pleaded that he was an agricultural 
tenant of the plaintiff. The Munsif acting 
under' 8. 202 of Act IT of 1901, asked the defen¬ 
dant to tstablleh his plea In the Revenue Court 
within three months. The defendant failed to 
institute this suit within time in the Revenue 
Court. The suit was, therefore, decreed. The 
Appellate Court finding that the defendant was 
the tenant of the plaintiff and no notice of the 
termination of his tenancy had been given to 
him under S. 106 of the Transfer of Property 
Act dismissed the suit: 

Held, that having regard to the pleading of 
the defendant in tho first Court it was not open 
to tho lower Appellate Court to find as it had 
done. [P. 116, C. 1 & 2.] 


Mihal Ghand —for Appellants. 

Girdharilal Arjctrwala —for Respondent. 

Judgment :—This is an appeal by the 
plaintiffs in a suit for ejectment. The 
defendant’s reply was that the land had 
been leased to him, tliat he was holding on 
after the expiry of tlio lease and was doing 
so with the consent of the plaintiffs tliom- 
selvos, who had realized vent from him. 
Ho fuvthov expressly ]>leaded that, as the 
relationship of landlord and tenant is sub¬ 
sisting between the parties, the suit is not 
cognizable by a Civil Court. On this tho 
Court of first instance took action under 
S. 202 of tho Agra Tenancy Act (Local 
Act 11 of lOOl). Tho defendant failed to 
institute any suit within tlio ]u-escrihed 
period of tliroa months, for tlio determina¬ 
tion of tlio question whether ho wns hold¬ 
ing the land as tenant of tho plaintilfs. On 
this tlie Court of first instanco rojeeted 
tho defendant's ]ilon nf ti'n inoy. as i*. was 
bound to do, and decreed tho iilaiutilVs’ 
suit. In a])po:il an extraordinary idea was 
taken by tl\o defendant, that ho ought to 
have been given tho honolit of S. ‘J02 of 
Act Tf of DO I. Tho lower Aii|iollato Court 
pointed out that tho defendant had boon 
given tho l)(uiotit of this section, hut had 
failed to institufo a suit within the pros¬ 
cribed period. Ncvertholoss tho learned 
Subordinate Judge lias somohow arrived at 
tho conclusion that tlio dofendant was 
holding tlio land in question as tenant of 
tho plaintilfs. and has dismissed tho suit 
bocauso tho plaintilfs had failed to serve 
tho defendant with a notice of tho termina¬ 
tion of his tenancy. [ do not think this 
iinding was o]>on to tho Court bolow in 
view of tho provisions of S. 'J02. Cl. (2), 
already referred to. It has heon sought to 
support tho decision of tho Court below, 
by a plea that tho land in suit is not an 
'agricultural lioMing and is not subject to 
the provisions of S. 202 aforesaid. This 


plea is not open to the defendant, in view 
of the attitude taken by him in the Courts 
below. Whether the land in suit is or is 
notan agricultural holding is a plain ques¬ 
tion of fact. It is by no means concluded 
by the circumstance that this land, along 
with a larger area, was originally leased to 
the defendant for grazing purposes. The 
defendant said that it was an agricultural 
holding and that the suit to eject him 
from it was not cognizable by the Civil 
Court. In the lower Appellate Court he 
pleaded that the provisions of S. 202 of 
the Agra Tenancy Act did apply to this 
holding- It may be pointed out further 
that in this view of the case no question of 
notice under S. 106 of tlie Transfer of 
Property Act (Act IV of 1882) arises. The 
Act exempts leases for agricultural pur¬ 
poses from the provisions of Chap. V. 
I accept this appeal, set aside the decree 
of the lower Appellate Court and restore 
that of the Court of first in<?tanc 0 . The 
plaintiffs will get their costs throughout. 

Appeal allowed^ 
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PH’.dOTT, J. 

Johhan Chaubeii and others —Plaintiffs- 
Appollants 

V. 

Mahesh Sifrjh and others —Defondants- 
Rospondonts. 

Second .\ppo.il No. 11 of lOlJ, decided 
on Uh January. 19lo, from the decision of 
Difit. J., Jaunporo. 

(n) TvnMicii dr/ {IT of 1901), S. 2$~ 

Sncce^fiion to rent free (enure is governed 

bif Hindu Ltw and not S. 22. 

Land hold on a servioo tonuro Is a rent free 
grant, and its dosoent la governod bv tho ordi¬ 
nary Hindu L'wv of inhcritanco and not by S. 22 
of tho Agra Tenancy Act. [P. 117, C. 2 ] 

(h) Praetiec — P}e^dim—Denial of being 
ed to po^isession ns sfri'uv (enure is nj bar to 
for reeovery of land ns sorrico tenure holding. 

Tho raoro fact that tho plaintiffs did not 
admit thoinsolvos to bo entitled to possession ot 
tho land in suit as a sorvloo tonuro, should not 
disentitle them to a decroo for recovery of 
possession of the laud as a service tenure hold- 
ing, provided that suoh right is established on 
tho ovldonoe. [V. 117. C. 2 P. 118, 0. 1.] 

Duiya Charan Hanrrji —for Appellants. 

Ookiil Prosad —for Rospondonts. 

Judgment :—Tliis was a suit for a de¬ 
claration of title, or iu the alternative fea 
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recovery of possession, in respecfc of a cer¬ 
tain plot of land, and also for damages 
with regard to a sugar-cane crop standing 
•on the said land which is alleged to have 
been wrongfully removed by the defen¬ 
dants. The Court of first instance decreed 
the claim for damages and apparently in¬ 
tended to find for the plaintiffs on the 
•question of title, bub somewhat curiously 
remarked that it was unnecessary to give 
the plaintiffs any further relief inasmuch 
as the plaintiffs’ Pleader had made a state¬ 
ment to the effect that his clients were 
actually in possession. The result natur¬ 
ally was that both parties appealed to the 
•Court of the District Judge. That Court 
found against the plaintiffs on the ques¬ 
tion of title and also with regard to the 
-claim for damages ; it, therefore, dismissed 
their suit altogether. Inasmuch, however, 
as the learned District Judge had two 
appeals before him there have been two 
appeals filed by the plaintiffs before this 
Court. When this appeal came before me 
for hearing in the month of June last, I 
•found it necessary to remit an issue to the 
lower Appellate Court. This issue came 
■for decision before another learned Judge, 
nob the one who decided the appeal in the 
first instance, and it is not altogether easy 
to reconcile the finding returned on the 
remanded issue with certain findings re¬ 
corded by the learned Judge whose decree 
is now under appeal. It seams to me, how¬ 
ever, that I am bound in second appeal to 
give effect as far as possible to the findings 
of fact originally recorded by the lower 
Appellate Court as well as to the finding 
returned upon the remanded issue. I bake 
it accordingly to be established that the 
plot of land in suit was at one time held 
rent free by Puraowasi Hajjam upon a 
•service tenure. The right enjoyed by him 
has since descended by inheritance, assum¬ 
ing that its descent is governed by the 
ordinary Hindu Law, to tiie plaintiffs 
Musai and Chaturi. Musai has mortgaged 
one-half share with possession to the plain¬ 
tiff Jokhan Chaubey. These plaintiffs 
obtained possession over the plot in suit 
and were in possession at any rate during 
the years 1313, 1314 and 1315, Fasli, that 
is to say, for a period which came to an 
•end in the month of September, 1908. Their 
possession was constructive, the land being 
in the actual occupation of their sub-tenant, 
Jita. I must take it that this sub-tenant 
was ejected by the defendants-respondents, 
who are zemindars of the village, some¬ 
where about the end of the year 1908 A.D. 


and that the sugar-cane crop in respect of 
which damages were claimed was actually 
grown by these defendants-respondents. or 
some of them. The plaintiffs Jokhan and 
Chaturi took formal proceedings in eject¬ 
ment against Jita during the year 1909, 
obtained a decree against him, to which 
the present respondents were nob parties, 
and ware pub in formal possession in the 
month of March, 1910, after having been 
made to pay to Jita Rs. 30, as compensa¬ 
tion on account of the sugar-cane crop 
already mentioned. They have brought 
the present suit on the ground of inter¬ 
ference on the part of the defendants-res- 
pondents with their right to actual 
possession. I must bake it that their 
cause of action accrued after the close of 
the year 1315 Fa’iU, that it to say, after 
the month of Sepbambe;, 1903. 

The first question which has baen argued 
before me to day is whether the plaintiffs 
Musai and Chaturi were in fact entitled bo 
succead to the rights of Puranwasi Hajjam, 
the rent-free holder of the land in suit. 
This involves the question whether succes¬ 
sion to Puranwasi’s right is governel by 
the ordinary Hindu Law or by the special 
provisions of S. 82 of the Tenancy Act (Act 
II of 1901). That section applies only bo 
various classes of tenants, and by defini¬ 
tion a tenant does not include a rent-free 
grantee, and a rent-free grantee does in¬ 
clude a person who holds land on a service 
tenure. I must, therefore, accept the 
finding of the lower Appellate Court on 
the remanded issue and hold that Puran- 
wasi’s right devolved in accordance with 
the ordinary Hindu Law, and, therefore, 
passed to the plaintiffs Chaturi and Musai 
The present possession of the defendants- 
respondents, I must hold to have been 
violent and unlawful. It has been con¬ 
tended on their behalf, in the first place, 
that a service-tenure is in its essence non- 
bransferable, so that the mortgage in favour 
of Jokhan is unlawful, and further, that 
the plaintiffs should in no case be given a 
decree for recovery of possession as ser¬ 
vice-tenure-holders, seeing that in their 
plaint the plaintiffs do not claim title as 
such bub described the land in suit as 
forming a haqiat mutfarrika, whatever 
that expression may be understood to 
mean. I find that in the plaint the land 
in suit was described as ancestral muafi 
of Puranwasi Hajjam. I am not plepared 
to hold that the mere fact that the plain¬ 
tiffs did not admit themselves to be entitl¬ 
ed to possession of the land in suit as a 
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service-tenure, that is to say, subject 
to certain conditions of service, should 
idisentitle them to a decree for recovery of 
possession as service-tenure-holders, pro¬ 
vided that such right is established on the 
evidence. The question of the transfer in 
favour of Jokhan does not, in my opinion, 
affect the determination of the present 
suit. It applies in any case to one-half of 
the land in suit only. The transfer by 
way of mortgage would leave the original 
tenure-holders still liable for*, and capable 
of rendering, the service subject to which 
the tenure was granted. In any case, even 
supposing that by reason of the transfer 
in favour of Jokhan, or of the devolution 
of Puranwasi’s rights by inheritance 
through the female line, the zemindars of 
the village were no longer able or willing to 
receive from Musai and Clmturi, as tenure- 
holders the services for tlie sake of which 
the rent free holding was originally grant¬ 
ed, that circumstance would not entitle 
them to enter into possession of the land 
in suit otherwise than by means of a suit 
for resumption. The rent-free-holders are, 
in my opinion, entitled to be re-instated 
in possession as such, because their right 
to such possession has not been terminated 
by the means provided by law. I am, 
therefore, of opinion that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to a decree for possession. I can¬ 
not give them a decree for damages in 
view of the finding recorded by the lower 
Appellate Court with regard to the sugar¬ 
cane crop in dispute. Tlmt is a linding of 
fact and no valid ground has been shown 
for disturbing it in second appeal. The 
plaintiffs may have been unfortunate in 
this respect, in so far as it would appear 
that they were actually made liable to 
pay comi)onsation for this crop toJita; 
but that order was passed in a suit to 
which those defendant-respondents wore 
not parties and is not binding upon them. 
The result is that I so far accept this ap¬ 
peal that I decree the plaintiffs'alternative 
claim for recovery of possession in respect 
of the land in suit, and dismiss the rest of 
their claim. Ti»o parties will pay and 
receive costs throughout in iwoportion to 
failure and success. 

Decree modified. 


A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 118. 

Chamieb, J. 

Mt. Fatima Bibi —Plaintiff-Applicant 

V. 

Mt. Hamida Bibi and others —Defen¬ 
dants-Respondents. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No, 39 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 16th March, 1915, against the order 
of Sm. C. Court J., Allahabad, dated 27th 
November, 1913. 

Provincial Small Cause Courts Act (IZ of 
1887), Sch. 2, Art. 41^Art. 41 bars for con* , 
tribution from tenants in the same khata loith 
plaintiff. 

Where a decree for arrears of rent against 
several tenants occupying separate fields in one 
and the same khata has been realized from ona 
of them, a suit for contribution as against 
others, at the iostante of one who had paid the 
decree is barred by Art. 41 of the Provincial 
Small Cause Courts Act. (P. 118, C. 2 & 119 0.1] 

Bahmat Ullah —for Applicant. 

Baleshri Prasad for Lakshmi Narayan- 
—for Respondents. 

Facts :—Parties to the suit are tenants 
in one khata paying rent to the zemindar 
Sher Ali. There is no regular partition 
of fields, but for the sake of convenience- 
parties are in possession of separate fields 
in the same khata. Sher Ali, .remi«dar, 
obtained a joint decree for arrears of rent 
against both plaintiff and defendants and 
realized tlio whole rent due under the 
decree from plaintiff only. The present 
suit was instituted by the plaintiff in the 
Court of Small Causes for contribution in 
respect of a payment made by her of rent 
duo from the defendants. The defence 
among others was that the suit is barred 
by Art. 41. Schedule II. of the Provincial 
Small Cause Courts Act. The lower 
Court returned the plaint to the plaintiff 
for presentation to the proper Court. 

The plaintiff applied in revision. 

Judgment :—The parties to this suit! 
aro tenants of several fields included iul 
one and the same khata and they pay a| 
lump sum as rent to the zemindar for alll 
the fields. The i*ont having been realized 
from the plaintiff alone, she has sued the] 
rest of the tenants for oontributiou. The 
plaint has been roturnod by the Judge ofj 
the Small Cause Court, on the ground' 
that cognizance of the suit is barred by 
Art. 41 of the second Schedule to the Pro¬ 
vincial Small Cause Courts Act, aa the 
suit is a suit for contribution by a sharer! 
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in joint; property in respect of a payment 
made by him of money due from a co¬ 
sharer. It appears that the pai'ties are 
all related to each other being descendants 
of the same person, and that they have for 
convenience sake allotted to each party 
a separate field or Oelds. It is contended 
that the allotment of fields shows that the 
property is no longer joint property, I 
cannot accept this contention. Certainly 
as regards the zemindar all the parties to 
this suit are jointly liable for the rent. 
There has been no division of the land 
between them. I cannot hold that the 
property has ceased to be joint property 
because for the sake of convenience each 
party cultivates separate fields. It appears 
that each party is liable for his share 
of the rent without regard to the actual 
area of the field. I hold that the Court 
below was right in deciding that the 
cognizance of this suit is barred by 
Art. 41. This application is dismissed 
with costs. 

Application dismissed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 119. 

Chamiee and Piggott, JJ. 

Gur Baksh Smgh —Applicant 

V. 

Kashi Ram and others-Op^posite Parties. 

Criminal Revn, No. 1027 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 26th November, 1914, from an 
order of S. J., Parrukhabad. 

Criminal P. C. (V of 1898), S. 537 (h]-Facts 
disclosing offence under S. 211 Penal Code — Con- 
viction under S‘ 182t Valid underS. 537 (6) 

—Conviction for minor offence where com7ni5sion 
of graver offence doubtful is justifiable—Penal 
Code {kLV of 1860), 8s. 182 and 211. 

A Sessions Judge is not justified in ignoring 
the provisions oi S. 537, Cl. (6), of the Criminal 
Procedure Code in settiog aside on appeal, 
without going into the merits of the case, a 
conviction for an ofienoe under 8. 182, Indian 
Penal Code, on the ground that the facta alleg¬ 
ed disclosed the commission of an oflence 
punishable under 8. 211 of the Indian Penal 
Code, for which no sanction as required by the 
Code was taken, [P* 120, C. 1.] 

It is perfectly legal to prosecute for the noinor 
oSenoe under 8. 182 , Indian Penal Code, when 
it is doubtful whether the facts alleged consti¬ 
tute a graver oSenoe under S. 211, Indian Penal 
Code. [P* 120, C. 1.] 

D, R. Sawhny —for Applicant. 

E, A, Eotoard —for Opposite Parties. 


Judgment: —This is an application for 
revision filed under somewhat peculiar 
circumstances. In the course of an inquiry 
in a case of dacoity.a statement was made 
to the investigating Police Officer impli¬ 
cating one Gur Baksh ^ingh. It appears 
that Gur Baksh Singh was arrested and 
remained for some period in custody. 
He was eventually released by the Police 
Officer concerned, on the ground that the 
investigation did not disclose evidence 
warranting his prosecution. Several per¬ 
sons implicated in the same dacoity were 
prosecuted to conviction. Gur Baksh 
Singh subsequently applied to the Superin¬ 
tendent of Police for sanction to prose¬ 
cute Kashi Ram and Baloeo for having 
given false information to the investi¬ 
gating Police Officer to his injury and 
thereby committed an offence punishable 
under S. 182 of the Indian Penal Code. 
Sanction was given by the Superintendent 
of Police and Kashi Ram and Baldeo were 
prosecuted to conviction in the Court of a 
Magistrate of the first Class. They appeal¬ 
ed to the Sessions Judge. The learned 
Sessions Judge formed an opinion J^nat 
the facts alleged by Gur Baksh Singh dis¬ 
closed the commission of an offence punish¬ 
able under S. 211 of the Indian Penal 
Code, and presumably also hold that, this 
being the case, it was not legal to prose¬ 
cute Kashi Ram and Baldeo for the lesser 
offence. He held that there could be no 
conviction under S. 211 of ^ the Indian 
Penal Code for want of sanction from the 
Court in which, or in relation to^ some 
proceedings in which, the offence, if any, 
had been committed. He accordingly set 
aside the conviction and sentence against 
the appellants before him, witliout going 
into the merits of the case or discussing 
the evidence in any way. An application 
for revision of this order has been filed by 
Gur Baksh Singh and we have entertained 
it. We treat this case as an exception to 
the general rule of practice by which this 
Court declines to entertain an application 
for revision against an order of acquittal 
presented by a private person. 

The complaint made by Gur Baksh 
Singh is that Kashi Ram and Baldeo, the 
persons accused by him, have been acquit¬ 
ted and released without any trial of their 
appeals on the merits, and in reality with¬ 
out any finding that they either have or 
have hot committed the offence under 
S. 182 of the Indian Penal Code, of which 
they had been convicted by the trying 
Magistrate. We are both of opinion 
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thafc-^fehe Sessions Judge was nob justided 
in ignoring the provisions of S. 537, 
Cl. (b) of the Code of Criminal Procedure. 
There had been a conviction by a Court of 
competent jurisdiction and, if there was 
any question as to sanction, the provisions 
of S. 537 could have met the case. Apart 
from this, the conviction had actually been 
obtained in respect of an offence under 
S. 182 of the Indian Penal Code upon a 
prosecution based on a sanction granted 
by a competent authority. Tiie Sessions 
Judge has in fact held that Gur Baksh 
Singh was not entitled to institute the 
prosecution for an offence under S. 182 of 
the Indian Penal Code upon facts which 
might perilips also constitute a graver 
offence punishable by S. 211 of the Indian 
Penal Code. Tlie question of the relation 
of these two sect.'ons inter se lias been much 
debated. In the opinion of one of us, at 
any rate, Gur Baksh Singh was perfectly 
entitled to institute a prosecution for the 
minor offence only, more particularly as 
it is at least open to doubt whether the 
facts alleged would constitute an olTence 
under S. 211 of the Indian Penal Code, 
whereas there can bo no doubt tliat they 
fall wifcliin the purview of S. 182. 

On these grounds we sot aside the order 
of the Sessions .Judge and send the record 
back to bis Court, directing him to re¬ 
admit the appeals of Kashi Rani and 
Baldeo to the file of ponding appeals and 
dispose of the same on the merits. We 
understand that the accused Kashi Ram 
and Ihildoo have been released on hail. 
They should continue at largo on tlio same 
security until the appeal itself has heon 
properly disposed of. 

Application allowed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 120 (l ) 

PidcoT’r. J. 

Nauranj and another —Applicants 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

^ Criminal Rovn. Potn. No. 1078 of 1014, 
decided on :j()th January. lOlo, from tho 
order of Addl. T., Moornt. 

Pen'll Code {XTA^ of lSf,o), S;. m~Kn'icing 
With intent ion to re-marrging is offence under 
S, 19S, 

A person entioed away a miuriod woman 
from bor busband’a house with Intent that ho 
might diapoBO of her in marriage to some one 

[P. 120, C. 2.] 


Held, that he oommittod an ofienoe under 
S. 498 of the Ponal Code. 

A. H. C, Haniilion —for Applicant. 

R. Malcomson —for the Crown. 

Judgment;—The point of law taken 
by this application is whether a person 
who entices away a married woman from 
her husband’s house, with intent that he 
may dispose of her in marriage to some 
one else, has committed an offence under 
S. 498 of the Indian Penal Code. I hold 
in the affirmative, on the ground that 
sexual intercourse between the woman 
and any other person to whom she has 
thus been given in marriage, during the 
life-time of her husband, would be illicit 
intercourse within the meaning of the 
section in question. An examination of 
tho record in this case suggests some 
doubt as to whether a more serious 
offence, falling under the abduction 
sections of the Indian Penal Code, was 
not c imraittod ; but under tlie circum¬ 
stances, and in view of tho fact that the 
applicants Naurang and Tota were re-tried 
after having been once discharged and 
that the sentence passed upon them is a 
.hiirly substantial one, I am not disposed 
to direct furfclier action to he taken against 
them. I dismiss bliis application. 

Application dismissed. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 120 (2) 

ClIAMlKU, J. 

Bhagwant Datt and others —Decree- 
holders-Appellants 

V. 

Rajah Chowdhurij and another —Judg¬ 
ment-debtors-Respondents. 

Ex-Socond Appeal No. 1171 of 1914, 
decided on 13t)i January, 1915, from the 
decision of tho Addl. J., Gorakhpur. 

Juris — Ajg^Alato Court's decree agxinst 

defendants noi to appo.xl is ultra viies. 

A docroo paasod by tho appellate Court against 
tho dofendanta who were not parUea to tha 
appeal, cannot bo oxooutod agiiust them. 

S. N. Sen —for Appellants. 

S. J/. Snlaiman —for Rospondonts. 

Judgment :—^Tho facts of this ease are 
vory simple. The iippollants brought a 
suit against 'two sots of defendants. Tho 
Court of first instance dismissed the suit 
against tho lii-st sot, but decreed it against 
tlio second sot. Tho latter appealed making 
t)io appellants only parties as rospondeots* 
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The Appellate Court found that the second 
set of defendants were not liable for the 
claim, allowed the appeal and dismissed 
the suit against them. It went on, how¬ 
ever, apparently per i}iciLrin.m to say that 
it passed a decree against the first set of 
defendants. The appellants now seek to 
execute the decree against the first set of 
defendants, who object on the ground that 
they were not parties to the decree sought 
to be executed. The Munsif threw out the 
objection on the ground that it is not 
open to a Court executing a decree to 
challenge it in any way. On appeal the 
Subordinate Judge allowed the objection 
and dismissed the application for execu¬ 
tion. It appears to me that the view taken 
by the Subordinate Judge is correct. It is 
true that this Court has frequently hold 
that a Court executing a decree is not 
entitled to challenge the correctness of it, 
and that it has been held in some cases 
that such a Court cannot even inquire 
whether the Court which passed the 
decree had jurisdiction to do so, but it ap¬ 
pears to me that the present case stands 
on an entirely different footing from any 
of those to which reference has been made. 
In the present case though the Appellate 
Court said; “I pass a decree against the 
first set of defendants,” it took no steps 
towards giving effect to its decision. It 
did nob make those defendants parties to 
the appeal as it might have done, and in 
the decree, as prepared, the names of the 
first set of defendants do not appear at all. 
In my opinion the appellants are not en¬ 
titled to take out execution against the 
first set of defendants. I dismiss this 
appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 


A.I. R. 1915 Allahabad 121, 

Richards, C. J. and Baner.ti, J, 

Mst, Munna Kunwar —Plaintiff-Appel- 


Venaik Ram and another —Defendants- 
Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 190 of 1913, decided 
on 8th March, 1915, from the decision of 
the Sub-J., Benares, dated 24:th Novem¬ 
ber, 1913. 

Guardians and Wards Act {VIII of 1890), 
.g, ^ 9 —Purchase by guardian of minor's property 
4» lieu of debts is held in trust for minor. 


Where a decree, passed in favour of a minor 
under the guardianship of a certain person, is 
discharged by the guardian in consideration of 
the transfer mide to him of certain property, he 
holds that property its the trustee for the 
minor. [P. 122, C. 1.} 

S, 0. Banerjec —for Appellant. 

Suader Lai and Rama Kant Malaviya 
—for Respondents. 

Facts:—Daya Ram and Mangal Ram 
were cousins. After Daya Rim’s death on 
July 28th, 1833, his cousin, Mangal Ram 
obtained a certibcate of guardianship of 
the two minor daughters of Daya Ram on 
13th March, 1890. There were some 
hundis \eh by BayaRun, in which Ijis 
share was ^rd, Mangal Rim and Uadho 
Ram held Jrd share and Adit Ram -Jrd. A 

suit was brought by Adit Ram, Mangal 
Ram. Madho Ram and tlie plaintiff and 
Mt. Hari Kunwar, her sister, under the 
guardianship of Mangal Ram. The latter s 
daughter died and only the plaintiff re¬ 
presented her in the suit. 

A decree was obtained and in satisfac¬ 
tion of the decree the judgment-debtors 
conveyed the property in dispute under 
two sale-deeds of 20 g1i December, 1893 
and 17Gh September, 1897. The sale-deeds 
were in the name of Adit Ram, Madho 
Ram and Mangal Ram. 

The plaintiff attained majority on 27th 
September, 1901, and brought this suit 
for possession, on the allegation that 
Maogal Ram held the property as her 
trustee and as her guardian, and that he 
died in 1902 and his sons also held the 
same position, but refused to pay her 
profits now. The defendants denied tlieir 
possession as that of trustees and pleaded 
that the suit was time-barred. Tue Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge dismissed the suit. Plain¬ 
tiff appealed. 

Judgment: —This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiff claims to be 
put into proprietary possession of one- 
third of certain property together with an 
account of what was due to her whilst she 
was wrongfully kept out of possession, 
and to be awarded the amount so found 
due. The main facts relevant to the pre¬ 
sent appeal are admitted. A decree was 
made on the 29th of February, 1892 in 
favour of one Adit Ram, son of Fateh 
Ram, Mangal Ram and Madho Ram, sons 
of Gulab Ram, and Mt. Munna Kunwar 
(daughter of Daya Ram) under the 
guardianship of the aforesaid Mangal Ram. 
In part discharge of this decree certain 
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properties were purchased but in the 
names only of Mangal Bam, Adit Bam 
and Madho Bam. The plaintiff says that 
she was entitled to one-third of the decree 
and that therefore the decree having been 
discharged in part by the transfer of the 
property, she is entitled to the property 
to the extent of her interest in the decree 
and that Mangal Bara, who was her guar¬ 
dian, must be deemed to have held the 
property to the extent of one-third as 
trustee for her. Numerous defences were 
pleaded, including a plea that the claim of 
Mt, Munna Kunwar under the decree had 
been discharged and that she had been 
paid off, and a further plea of limitation. 
The Court below without deciding any of 
the other issues has dismissed the suit as 
being barred by time. 

We are clearly of opinion that if Mangal 
Bam, who was the guardian of Munna 
Kunwar in this very decree, gave a dis- 
jcharge for the decree in whole or in part 
in consideration of the transfer to him of 
certain property, he would hold that pro¬ 
perty as the trustee for Munna Kunwar 
to the extent of her interest. It is doubt¬ 
ful wliether time would run at all in 
favour of Mangal Bam, or his representa¬ 
tives, hut certainly time would nob com¬ 
mence to run until after Ml. Munna 
Kunwar attained majority. Mangal Bara 
undoubtedly was in a fiduciary capacity 
towards Munna Kunwar. We, therefore, 
think that the Court holow was wrong in 
holding that tlio suit was barred by limi¬ 
tation. Munna Kunwar did not attain 
her majority until the 27th of September, 
1901 and the suit was instituted on the 
23rd of September, 19U. Wo wish it to 
be understood tliat wo are not expressing 
any opinion on tlie other issues. 

Wo allow tlio apjioal, sob aside the 
decree of the Court holow and remand the 
case to bliab Court with directions to re¬ 
admit the case under its original number 
in tlio file and to proceed to hoar and 
dotormino the same according to law. The 
appellant must have the costs of this 
aiipoal, which will include in this Court- 
foes on the higher scale. Oblior costs will 
bo costs in the cause. 

■Ij'peal oilju'i'd ; Casr reinanded' 
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Chamier, J. 

( 

Chatar 'Palman and another —Judg¬ 
ment-debtors-Appellants 

V. 

Prem Nath Tetvari and another — 
Decree-holders Bespoadents. 

Ex. Second Appeal No. 1150 of 1914^ 
decided on 13bh January, 1915, from tha 
decision of the Sub-J., Gorakhpur, dated 
30bh April, 1904. 

Civil P, G (F of 1908 ), 5. 48 —S. 6 of Limita' 
lion Act does not extend yer\od fixed by S. 48^^ 
Civil P. C.—LxmitaUon Act {IX of 1908), S.G. 

Section 6 of the Limitation Aot, 190S, serves 
only to extend, for tho beuufii of minors, periods 
of limitiition provided by tho Aot iti^elf, it does 
not extend the period of limitation provided by 
S 48 of tho Code of Civil Procedure, 1908. {128^ 

P. R. 1894 and 18 I.C, 586, Ayp. of and 16 Bom. 
536, Not app. of ) [P. 123, C. 1.] 

G. L, Agarwala —for Appellants. 

Isu'ar Saran —for Bespondents. 

Judgment:— This appeal arises out of 
proceedings taken to execute a decree 
obtained on May 2'2nd, 1901, by tho res¬ 
pondents, who were at tho time and still 
are minors. Their guardian made several 
applications for execution of tho decree 
which wore granted, the last of them being 
made on February Gth, 1912. and ultimate¬ 
ly dismissed on December 3rd, 1912. The 
present application was presented on May 
27tli, 1913, /.«*., a few days after the expira¬ 
tion of 12 years from tlio date of the deci'ee. 
One of tlio grounds on which tho applica¬ 
tion was contostod, and the only ground 
with wiiioli wo are ooncorned now w’as 
that further exooution of the deox'oe is 
barred by S. 4S of tho Code of Civil Pro¬ 
cedure. The Munsif decided this question 
ill favour of tlio judgmont-dobtors-appel- 
lants hut tho Additional Subordinate Judge 
decided it against them, following the deci¬ 
sion of the Bombay Higii Court in Moro 
Sadashiv v. Vinaji lia dinnath (l). In 
tho case oitod tho Bombay High Court 
pointed out that S. 7 of the Limitation 
Act of 1S77 served only to oxtond, 
for tho bonolit of minors, periods of limi¬ 
tation provided by that Aot, but they 
hold that S. 230 of tho Code of Civil Pro- 
coduro must give way to tho general 
principle that time does not run against a 
minor. In Jhitndu v. Mohan Lai (2), the 


(1) (1892) 16 Bom 636, 

(2) (1894) 128 r.R. 1894. 
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Punjab Chief Court declined to follow the 
decision of the Bombay High Court and 
quite recently in Bamana Beddi v. Bohn 
Beddi (3), in a case arising under S. 6 of 
the Limitation Act of 1908 and S. 48 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure of 1908, the 
Madras High Court followed the Punjab 
decision and declined to follow that of the 
Bombay High Court. I prefer the view 
taken by the Punjab and Madras Courts. 
Section 6 of the present Limitation Act, 
like S. 7 of the Limitation Act of 1877, 
serves only to extend, for the benefit of 
minors, periods of limitation provided by 
the Act itself, indeed strictly speaking it 
refers only to periods of limitation pres¬ 
cribed by the first Schedule to the Act. 
Section 48 of the present Code of Civil 
Procedure, like S. 230 of the Code of 1882, 
recognizes certain exceptions to the 
general rule which it lays down, but it 
makes no exception in favour of minors. I 
know of no general law, apart from S. 6 of 
the Limitation Act, which lays down that 
minority is a ground of exemption from 
the operation of the Law of Limitation. 
As Sir Meredyth Plowden said in the 
Punjab case, the present question may be 
a casus omissus, but if so, it is the business 
of the Legislature, not of the Courts, to 
provide for it. Apart from the actual 
wording of S. 6 of the Limitation Act 
there are great difficulties in engrafting on 
S. 48 of the Code of Civil Procedure the 
rule laid down in the Limitation Act. If 
any extension of the period of 12 years is 
to be allowed, how much is to be allowed 
and from what date is the extension to be 
calculated ? An extension of three years 
only will not meet all cases and yet the 
Limitation Act does not allow an exten¬ 
sion of more than three years after the 
minor attains his majority. It appeal's to 
me that it would be pure legislation to 
hold that S. 48 of the Code of Civil Pro¬ 
cedure does not apply to this case or to hold 
that minors, situated as the present respon¬ 
dents are, can claim an extension of the 
period prescribed by it sufficient to enable 
them to take out execution after they at¬ 
tain their majority. 

For the reasons given by the lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court it is impossible to hold that 
the present application for execution is 
one to restore or revive the last previous 
application. Indeed the respondents put 
forward no such contention before me. 


In my opinion the respondents’ present 
application for execution should have been 
dismissed. I allow this appeal, reverse- 
the decision of the lower Appellate Court 
and restore the order of the first Court- 
dismissing the application. The respon¬ 
dents will pay the appellants’ costs in all 
three Courts. 

Appeal allowed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 123. 

Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Mst. Afzal Begam —Defendant-Appli¬ 
cant 



Mst. Akhari Khanam and others — 
Plaintiffs-Eespondents. 

Civil Eevn. Petn. No. 157 of 1914,. 
decided on 10th March, 1915, from an 
order of the Dist. J., Bareilly, dated 7th. 
August, 1914. 

Civil P. C.{V of 1908), O. 23, E. 1 (5)— 
Powers can be exercised by appellate Court. 

Aq appellate Court can under 0. XXIII of the 
Civil Procedure Code give a plaintiQ permission, 
to withdraw his suit with liberty to bring a 
fresh one. (8 All. 82, Foil. ; 25 I.C. 388, 10 I. C. 
813, Not foil.). 

S. M. Suleman —for Applicant. 

Agha Haidar —for Eespondents. 

Judgment :—This is an application 
for revision of an order passed by 
the District Judge of Bareilly under 
0. XXIII, E. 1 f2), allowing the plaintiff 
to withdraw from the suit and giving her 
liberty to institute a fresli suit in respect 
of the same subject-matter. It is con¬ 
tended that the learned Judge had no 
power to act under this rule because it is 
only the Court of first instance that can 
allow the plaintiff to withdraw the suit 
and give him or her permission to insti¬ 
tute a fresh suit. The applicant relies 
upon the decision of the Madras High 
Court in Choragudi Chinna Kotayya v. 
Sri Baja Varadaraja Appa Bow Bahadur 
(1) and the decision of the Bombay High 
Court in Eknath v. Banoji (2). These 
two decisions certainly support the con¬ 
tention advanced on behalf of the appli¬ 
cant ; but as long ago as 1885 this Court 
in Ganga Bam v. Data Bam (3) decided 


(3) (1913) 18 I.C. 686=37 Mad. 186. 


(1) (1914) 25 I.C. 388. 

(2) (1911) 10 I.C. 813=35 Bom. 261. 

(3) (1886) 8 All. 82=1886 A.W.N. 6. 
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that; an Appellate Court could, under 
S. 373 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 
1882, give a plaintiff, whose suit had been 
dismissed by the Court of first instance, 
permission to withdraw his suit and give 
him leave to institute a fresh one. The 
decision in that case was based on some 
earlier decisions of the Calcutta High 
Court under the corresponding provision 
in the Code of Civil Procedure, 1859. So 
far as we are aware the correctness of the 
decision of this Court has never been 
challenged in this Court and we believe 
that wlien the new Code of Civil Proce¬ 
dure was passed, there was no reported 
decision to the effect that the Appellate 
Court could not give such permission. All 
the i*eported cases were in favour of the 
view that the Appellate Court could give 
such permission. Indeed Courts had gone 
further and hold that a Court executing a 
decree could give sucli permission. Order 
XXIir, R. 4, distinctly lays down that 
nothing in the order shall apply to any 
proceedings in execution of a decree or 
order, thereby superseding the decision 
that a Court executing a decree could 
give such porinissiou. The language of 
o. xxrrr. r. i, is not exactly the 
same as that of 8. 373 of tlie Code of Civil 
Procedure of 1832. The provisions of tlie 
enactment have been re arranged ; but wo 
do not think that the re-arrangemout 
indicates any intention to lay down that 
an Appellate Court is not to give such 
permission. Wo do not think that 
sulhciont grouml lias boon sliown for 
departing from the long continued prac¬ 
tice of this Province founded upon the 
decision of tliis Court in Givija Rum v. 
Data Ram (3). A good deal may, no 
doubt, be said against tlio view taken by 
this Court; liub the ruling has stood 
unchallenged fornnny years and wo shall 
only introduce confusion if we depart 
from it now. There are several reiiorbod 
cases in whicli the lower Appollato Cjurb 
has given the plaintiff permission to 
withdraw from the suit and file a frosli 
suit and sucli orders have boon attacked 
on various grounds, hut so far as we know 
it has never boon contended hero since 
188j that an appellate Court has not 
power to grant such permission ; wo pro¬ 
pose to adhere to the decision of this 
Court. Thou it is contended that oven 
if tlio District Tiidgo had jurisdiction 
to act under O, KKIlI, R, 1. ho has 
oxoroisod his jurisdiction in an unroasou- 
abloway, that ho has not found that the 


suit would fail on account of a formal 
defect and that the ground given by the 
District Judge is really no ground for 
allowing the plaintiff to withdraw from 
the suit. The suit was one for partition 
of property which originally belonged to 
one Moti Begam. One of the children of 
Moti Begam was Kamini Begam who was 
married to a man named Khadim Ali. 
Several members of the family were 
impleaded as defendants to the suit, but 
the heirs of Khadim Ali, who was dead, 
were not impleaded. In her written 
statement the first defendant to the suit 
distinctly pleaded that as Khadim All’s 
heirs were not parties to the suit, the suit 
could not proceed. This plea appears to 
have escaped the attention of the Subordi¬ 
nate Judge when ho was fixing issues, 
with the result that no specific issue was 
fixed regarding it. But at the time of 
argument the Subordinate Judge was 
asked to decide behind the back of 
Kliadim Ali’s heirs that they had no right 
to tlio estate. He declined to do this, but 
sot apart wliat he conceived to be Khadim 
Ali’s share and gave the plaintiff a decree 
for partition of her share in the remainder 
of the property. The plaintiff appealed 
contending that her entire claim should 
have been decreed. The first defendant 
filed cross-objections, one of which was 
that all the necessary parties had not been 
impleaded and that the suit should have 
been dismissed. Thereupon the plaintiff 
presented a petition to the District Judge 
saying that it was by mistake that she 
had failed to implead the heirs of Khadim 
.\li, that the first dofeudaiit had pleaded 
that the suit could nob proceed in their 
absence and had reiterated this objection 
in her memorandum of objections in the 
appollato Court and tliat she was afraid 
th it her suit and appeal would bo dis¬ 
missed on this ground ; she, therefore, 
prayed for permission to withdraw from 
the suit and bring another suit. The 
District Judge rightly or wrongly held 
that as the suit was one for partition, 
non joinder of neoessary parties might 
result in its being dismissed and ho point¬ 
ed out that a complete partition of the 
property could not bo otYected in the 
absence of Kliadim .Mi's heirs and ho came 
to the conclusion that a fnir ground has 
boon made out for allowing the plaintiff 
to withdraw from tlio suit. It may be 
that wo should not have taken the same 
view as the District Judge took of the 
uon-joiudor of Khadim Ali’s heirs. Ifc 
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might have been possible to hold that 
the suit could proceed in their absence so 
far as the rest of the property was con¬ 
cerned ; but this is not an appeal and it 
seems to us impossible to say that the 
District Judge in arriving at his decision 
that permission to withdraw the suit 
should be given to the plaintiff has acted 
illegally or with material irregularity. 
"We are, therefore, unable to interfere with 
the decision of the District Judge. We 
dismiss this application with costs includ; 
ing fees on the higher scale. 

Application dismissed. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Chainsukh and another —Applicants 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. Pefcn. No. 1071 of 1914, 
decided on 28th January, 1915, from the 
order of the S. J., Agra* 

Evidence Act {I of 1S72), S. 32—Statements to 
police officer are not admissible unless they are 
evidence about general repute. 

A statemeat by a Police officer to the eScct 
that certain persons made oertvn statemeots to 
him is not admissible in evidonco unless it is 
evidence of general repute. 

A, P. Dube —for Applicants. 

Goi't. Advocate —for the Crown- 

Judgment :—Chainsukh and Hukmi, 
father and son, residents of a village in 
the Agra District, were prosecuted before 
a Magistrate of the first class on the alle¬ 
gation that they habitually committed the 
offence of counterfeiting coins. The 
Magistrate after a full inquiry passed an 
order requiring them to file security for a 
period of two years. As the security was 
not furnished, the Magistrate referred the 
matter to the Sessions Judge. The Sessions 
Judge has passed an order requiring secu¬ 
rity to bo furnished as directed by the 
Magistrate, and sentencing both men to 
rigorous imprisonment for a period of two 
years in default of furnishing the said 
security. The order of the Sessions Judge 
is challenged in revision, substantially on 
the ground that it is based upon inadmis¬ 
sible evidence. I have examined the re¬ 
cord, and I am satisfied that the appli¬ 
cants have made good their plea. At the 
outset of the Sessions Judge’s order I find 


the following passages : The search of tho 
house of Hukmi led to the finding of 
nothing criminating except a telegram 
from Chiranji’s brother. Under the cir¬ 
cumstances in which this telegram was 
found I consider it a strong piece of evi¬ 
dence in corroboration of Chiranji's state¬ 
ment that Hukmi was his associate and 
the coiner of the counterfeit coin in his 
possession. In another recent case Badri 
and Dwarka also mentioned the name of 
Hukmi as being their accomplice.” There 
is DO legal evidence on the record that 
Chiranji or Badri or Dwarka made the 
statements relied on by the Sessions Judge. 
They were not called as witnesses in the 
case. The statements relied on by the 
Sessions Judge are statements by Police 
officers to tho effect that Chiranji, Badri 
or Dwarka made certain statements to 
tliem. This is not evidence of general re- 
pute, and is not admissible under any pro¬ 
vision of tho Indian Evidence Act or of 
the Code of Criminal Procedure. The re-' 
mark about the finding of the telegram is 
open even to equal objection. There is no 
telegram on the record alleged to have 
been found in Hukmi’s house, nor is there 
anything on the record to show what were 
the terms of the telegram which the Sub- 
Inspector Ashiq Ali (P. W. No. 2) says he 
found. If the telegram in question was an 
exhibit of importance in tho case, it should 
have been proved. The Court might then 
have considered its terms and considered 
further whether it was prepared to pre¬ 
sume without any direct evidence, that 
it was actually despatched by the person 
from whom it purported to come, and that 
that person was Chiranji’s brother. The 
passages I have quoted from the order of 
the learned Sessions Judge are obviously 
material to the conclusion arrived at by 
that Couit. The comments which I have 
made on them are sufficient to show that 
his order cannot be affirmed as it stands. 
I have examined the record in soma detail 
in order to see whether I should merely 
quash the proceedings or direct any fur¬ 
ther proceedings to be taken- The record 
seems to mo to be saturated with evidence 
not legally admissible, and I am quite un¬ 
able to concur with the Magistrate or the 
Sessions Judge as to the evidential value 
of the statements made by five Police 
officers, who have been relied on as pro¬ 
ving that Chainsukh and Hukmi are by 
general repute habitual counterfeiters of 
coin. They appear to have been prosecut¬ 
ed on one occasion only, when they were 
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'Convicted of a fcechineal offence for which 
an almost nominal sentence was consider¬ 
ed sufficient. The fact of this conviction, 
however, might account for the diffusion 
of the rumours unfavourable to the 
character of the parsons so convicted. _ It 
would certainly serve to account for in¬ 
formation unfavourable to their character 
reaching the Police officers. Any person 
caught with counterfeit coin in his posses¬ 
sion, and desirous of concealing the real 
source from which it came, would find it 
easy to say that it proceeded from 
<3hainsukh and Hukmi who had already 
been convicted in anocher case. I accept 
this application and set aside the order of 
the Sessions Judge. It the applicants are 
in custody, they must be released. If they 
have furnished security, their bonds and 
those of their sureties are hereby dis¬ 
charged. 

Order set aside. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 126. 

Tudball and Piggott, JJ. 

Indar Pal and another —Objectors-Ap¬ 
pellants 

v. 

Imperial Bank —Decree-holder-Respon¬ 
dent. 

First Appeal No. 239 of 1914, decided 
on 19th January, 1915, from the order of 
the Ist Addl. Dist. J., Aligarh. 

(a) Hindu Laio—Debt—Son impleaded but 
subsequently released — Decree against father 
alone — Creditor’s position in execution not 
affected by impleading son. 

Where a son Is irapleaded as a party to a suit 
brought upon a promissory note executed by 
his father, but eubsequontly the claim as 
against him was withdrawn and the decree is 
passed against the father alone, the creditor 
cannot bo put in a worse position as regards the 
execution of his decree than ho would have 
occupied if he had not impltiadcd the son. 

[P. 128. 0. 1.] 

(b) Hindu Law—Decree c.yainsf father — 
Family property liable —Sons cm contest tn «.rj- 
cution the existence and morality of debt. 

in execution of a simple money doorco against 
a lalhor, the doorco-holdor can put to sale the 
family property, and the sons arc entitled to an 
opportunity of contesting it eibhor on the 
grounds of non-e\lsteuoo of the debt or of im¬ 
morality. (28 All. 288 and 8 A.Ij J. *183, Foil. ; 
13 Cal.21 (L-'.C.) and 22 ^lad. 519, Itef ). 

[P. 127. 0. 2.] 

Swre.ndra Nath Sen —for Appellants. 

Durga Charan Bauerji —for Respondonts. 

Tudbali, J. : —Tho rospondont in this 
appeal is the Official Liquidator of the 


Imperial Bank of Aligarh and this appeal 
arises out of execution proceedings taken 
under a decree obtained by the Bank, on 
24th April, 1910, against one Moti Lai, the 

father of the two appellants, on the basis 
of a pro-note executed by \Ioti Lai alone. 

The sons were also impleaded as defen¬ 
dants to the suit .but as they were nob 
parties to the pro note, the suit as against 
them was withdrawn. 

The family to which Moti Lai belonged 
consisted of himself and the two sons and 
his brother and thus Moti Lai on partition 
would have been entitled to a l-Sbh share* 
When the decree was obtained it was put 
into execution and the interest of Moti 
Lit, z.e., l-6fch share in certain property 
was put to sale. 

It was again put into execution as this 
did not satisfy the decree against Moti 
Lai and the decree-holder sought to put 
the remaining five-sixth share to sale. The 
brother, Babu Lai, and the two sons both 
filed objections. Those of Babu Lai were 
allowed and liis share released. 

The objections of the two sons were dis¬ 
allowed and hence the present appeal. 

The ground of objection in the Court 
below, as entered in the petition filed 
jointly by the brother and sons, was 
merely that the attached property belonged 
to the objectors and not to tho judgment- 
debtor and was, therefore, not liable to be 
sold. The lower Couvb's judgment, how- 
ovor, shows that the case presented to it 
was :— 

(1) That there had been a partition in 
.luly, 1910, /.-J., just after the Bank’s dec¬ 
ree had been obtained, under which Moti 
Lai had separated, leaving his sons still 
joint with his brobhov and, therefore, the 
attached property was nob liable. 

(2) riiab the liability of the sons’ share 
was res judicata, because the Bank after 
making tlio sons parties to tho suit with¬ 
drew it as against them. 

Tho Court below bold (l) that the alleg¬ 
ed partition was ouo collusi vely and fraudu¬ 
lently made, if at all, to defeat tho creditor 
and. therefore, could nob rid tho sons of 
their liability for the father’s debt, quoting 
tho ruling in Krishnasami Konanw 

.l////tir (1), and (2) that tho rule of 
res judicata did not apply in tho oircum- 
stances of tho case. 

In their memorandum of appeal the 
grounds taken are really only three in 
number. Tho first, fourth and fifth relate 


(1) (1899) 22 Mild. 619=9 M.L.T. 197. 
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to the partition. The second and third 
relate to the question of res judicata. The 
sixth is a fresh plea that the debt is not of 
such a nature as to bind the sons. 

At the first hearing of the appeal it was 
-stated that the pleas as to the partition and 
res judicata would not be pressed, but at a 
-subsequent hearing it was stated that the 
plea as to the legal effect of the partition 
would nob be dropped. Nothing has been 
said on the sixth ground of appeal. 

The plea mainly pressed before us is that 
iihe decree-holder, nob having obtained a 
decree against the sons, is not entitled in 
law to execute his decree against the 
shares of the sons; that if ho wishes to 
make their shares liable ho must bring a 
■separate suit. 

The other point taken is that Moti Lai 
having separated, the share of the sons is 
no longer liable for the father s debt and 
there is no sufficient evidence bo show that 
the partition was a collusive or colourable 
transaction. In regard to the former the 
present case is very similar to the case of 
Shiam Lai v. Ganeshi Lai (2). The facts 
there were that a Hindu father borrowed 
money on a promissory note which he 
alone executed. A suit was instituted 
against him and his son on the basis of the 
pro-note. It was dismissed as against the 
son on the ground that he was no party to 
the pro-note. It was decreed against the 
-father. 

In execution of the decree the family 
property was attached and sold. The son 
thereupon instituted a suit for a declara¬ 
tion that the decree could nob be properly 
executed against his interest in the family 
property, in view of the fact that the suit 
had been dismissed against him and for 
possession of his share. It was held by a 
Bench of this Court that he was not 
entitled to any such declaration as the 
dismissal of the suit left him in the same 
position as if he had not been impleaded, 
i, e., it left him liable as a Hindu son bo 
pay any debt of his father nob shown bo 
be tainted with immorality and as the 
-question of immorality had not been rais¬ 
ed his suit must fail. This ruling was fol¬ 
lowed by Banevji, J., in Gkhannu Tiwari 
V. Dwarka Knar (3). Prima facie a decree 
obtained against A cannot be executed by 
the attachment and sale of B's property, 
i, e., if B objects. But the position of a 
-son in a joint Hindu family is by reason 

(2) (1906) 28 All. 288=3 A. L. J. 10*1906 
A.W.N. 33. 

<3) (1906) 3 A.L.J. 433=1906 A.W.N. 137. 


of his pious duty to pay his father’s debt 
not incurred for immoral purposes very 
different from that of an ordinary third 
party. In Nano mi Babuasin v. Modhuu 
ilfo/iin. (4), their Lordships of the Privy 
Council say (at page 35): “Destructive as 
it may be of the principle of independent 
co-parcenary rights in the sons, the deci¬ 
sions have for some time established the 
principle that the sons cannot set up their 
rights against their father’s alienation for 
an antecedent debt, or against his creditors* 
remedies for their debts, if nob tainted with 
immorality.” A creditor having obtained 
a decree against the father, therefore, is 
entitled bo pub to sale the family property, 
i, e., the Court can do that which the 
father himself would be empowered to do 
under the law. The son whose interests 
are threatened is entitled to an opportunity 
of contesting both the factum and the 
nature of the debt, and there is nothing in 
law to pravenb him from coming into Court 
in the execution department and prevent¬ 
ing, if possible, on these two grounds the 
passing of his interests to the auction- 
purchaser. If the points are decided 
against him, the Court in execution can 
pub the property to sale. 

No plea of immorality “or” non exist¬ 
ence of the debts has been pressed before 
us, nor indeed is there anything in the 
suit itself to raise even a suspicion as to 
the factum or nature of the debt. 

In regard to the alleged partition be¬ 
tween Moti Lai on the one side and his 
brother and sons on the other, I would 
point out that the plea was at first drop¬ 
ped and then revived and that I have no 
hesitation in holding that if any such 
partition was formally made, it was only 
a colourable transaction carried through 
with a view to defraud and defeat the 
Bank. The facts noted in the lower 
Court’s judgment leave no doubt in my 
mind on this point. The appellants can¬ 
not be allowed to defeat the respondent 
in this manner. In this view it is un¬ 
necessary to decide the question whether, 
if a bona fide partition had taken place, 
the decree-holder would, in execution of 
his decree obtained against the father 
alone be able to attach and sell the son’s 
separate share or whether it would be 
necessary for him to bring a fresh suit, as 
held in Krishnasami Konan v. Bamasami 
Ayyar (1). I do not wish it to be con¬ 
sidered that I agree with this ruling. 


(4) ( 1886 ) 13 Cal. 21=13 I.A. 1 (P.O.). 
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There is a good deal perhaps to be said for 
the opposite view, but it is unnecessary 
to decide the point in the view I take of 
the facts. I would dismiss the appeal. 

Piggolt, J.:— [ concur generally, though 
I should be disposed to insist more 
strongly than my learned colleague has 
done on the finding against the alleged 
partition. That being found against the 
appellants, the joint family property in 
the hands of the father and his sons 
remains liable, at any rate to the extent 
of their total shares. If execution had 
been taken out in the first instance against 
the shares of the father and the sons, I do 
not see how the sons could have avoided 
execution except on proof of the non¬ 
existence of the debt or of its being taint¬ 
ed witli immorality. The question is 
iwhether the creditors are put in a worse 
jposition in this particular case by reason 
of tlie fact that tliov brought tlioir suit in 
the first instance against the father and 
sons jointly, or by reason of the fact tliat 
they took out execution in the first 
instance against what they described as 
tlie father’s share in the joint family pro¬ 
perty. As to the first point, it seems to 
me that tiio creditors made a mistake in 
jimploading the sons along with the father. 
|but recognised tiiat mistake in time and 
cannot bo ])ut in a worse i)osition as 
regards the execution of their docroothan 
they would have occui)iod if tlioy had 
simply sued the fatlior on his uusocurod 
debt and ol)tainod a monoy-docroo against 
him as they actually did. With regard to 
the second point, I do not think it can ho 
hold that the docroo-holdors, in takingout 
execution against a certain specified sliara 
as the property of Moti Ijal, thereby 
admitted that no other share in tlie same 


property was ciipihio of attachment in 
execution of their docroo. Their iiosition 
admits of hoing staled thus :—*' Ti) the 
extent of a ono-sixtli sliare no one will 
deny that this property is liahio to 
attachment and sale in execution of onr 


decree. Wo, therefore, try, first of all, 
whotlior our docroo cannot l>o satisfied hy 
the sale of tliis share." l^hnding that the 
doci 00 could not ho so satisfied, they 
claimed to proceed against the rest of tlio 
joint family property. Tlio sons cannot 
defeat tliis claim, except on groumls 
whicli could ha\’o boon successfully plead¬ 
ed if the share of the father and that of 
the sons had boon jointly attached in the 

first instance. I concur in dismissing this 
appeal. 


By the Court :—The order of the» 
Court, therefore, is that the appeal is dis¬ 
missed with costs. 

App6al dismissed. 
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Rapique, J. 

G. Simpson —Defendant-Applicant 

V. 

E. B<ichm in —•PlaintiiT-Respoadent. 

Civil Revn. No. 90 of 1914, decided on 
2lsb October, 1914, from the decision of 
Small Cause Court T., Dalira Dun, dated 
6th .April, 1914. 

Tort—Umbayiii net liiblo for tnisappropriation 
bj/ wife, to her master. 

A hu^b knd i6 n'>t lifiir tho aots of mis- 
appropriation cammltt*d by his wife during the 
oourao of hor sorvico which hj had allowed her 
totakoup. [P. 13S, C.2.] 

yihal OJuin I —for Apjilicant. 

M. L, A'janrala —for Respondent. 

Judgment : This is an application in 
revision from a decree of tho Small Cause 
Court .Tudgo of Debra Dun. Mrs. Bach¬ 
man, tlio respon lent, had employed Mrs. 
Sinpison, tho wife of the appellant, as 
housokoiior to manage tho boarding house 
belonging to Mrs. Bachman. In August 
1913, ^[r5. Simjison severe 1 lier connec¬ 
tion with tlio boarding house. Mrs. 
JVichmiii sued lior and hor husband for 
the recovery of Rs. dl'l-T-O. on the allega¬ 
tion that Rs. oO Iiad boon advanced to 
Mrs. SiiniHon with the censont of her 
hushand wliich hid not boon re-paid, and 
tho balance had hjou misajipropriated by 

Mrs. Simpson during the time that she 
acted as liousokeopjr. 

Tho claim was resisted by both the 
dofondants. Tho hushand denied his 
liability on tho ground that he was not 
liahio for any acts of misappiMpriation of 
his wife. The loarnol Judge of tho Small 
Cause Court decreed tho claim against 
both tho dofondants. Ho hold that tho 
lui'-iliand was liahio because ho had allow¬ 
ed his wife to act as houso-koopor to Mrs, 
Hachmau. Mr. Simpson comes up in revi¬ 
sion to this Court and contends that ho is 
not liable for the sums misappropriated 
by his wife in spite of his having allowed 
lior to take up the service of Mrs. Bachman 
as house-keeper. I think tliat the ooutou-j 
tion for tho applicant must prevail. Tho| 
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husband cannot be made liable for acts of 
misappropriation of his wife simply be¬ 
cause he‘has allowed her to take up 
service, vide the Law of the Domestic 
Relations by William Finder Bversley, 
third Edition, page 282, last paragraph. 
With regard to a portion of the claim I 
find that the applicant had undertaken to 
re-pay it, viz., Rs. 50, which had been 
advanced to his wife, vide Exhibit 4. The 
application, therefore, prevails'with regard 
to Rs. 296-7-0. I modify the decree of 
the Court below by dismissing the claim 
of the plaintiff to the extent of Rs. 296-7-0 
as against Mr, Simpson, defendant No. 2. 
Costs of this application are allowed to 
the applicant. 

Decree modified. 


conclusion that it was a case in which a 
Receiver should be appointed, but he did 
not find himself in a position to definitely 
appoint a Receiver without further infor¬ 
mation. The language used is no doubt 
peculiar ; but it seems to us impossible to 
say that the Subordinate Judge has in 
fact appointed a Receiver. His language 
amounts to no more than an expression of 
opinion that a Receiver should be appoint¬ 
ed and a statement that he proposes to 
appoint one. We hold that no appeal lies 
against the order. We, therefore, dismiss 
this appeal and we direct that the costs of 
this appeal be costs in the cause.] 

Appeal dismissed. 


A. 1, R. 1915 Allahabad 129 (1). 

Chamieb and Piggott, JJ. 

Bamji and others —Defendants-Appel¬ 
lants 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 129 (2). 

Richards, C. J. and Banerji, J. 

Mohamad Wali Plaintiff-Ap¬ 

plicant 

v. 



Koman Das —Plaintiff-Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 107 of 1914, decided 
on 24th November, 1914, from the order 
of the Sub-J., Muttra. 

Civil P, C.{Vof 2908), 0.43, R. I-Order 
allowing provisionally application for appoint¬ 
ment of receiver and calling parties to furnish 
names and other details is not appealable. 

Where on an applioation for appointment of a 
Receiver ^ the Court made an order in these 
words I allow the &pplioation provisioQally 
and call on parties to put in applications 
showing their claims regarding the person and 
power of the Receiver, and the income, if any, 
that is to be paid by him to the objeotors.” 

Beld, that as the order does not amount to 
appointment of a Receiver, no appeal lies against 
the order, [P^ 129, C. 2.] 

Sunder Lai —for Appellants. 

Gulzari Lai —for Respondent. 


Judgment :—This is an appeal agains 
an order which is said to be an orde 
appointing a Receiver, and, therefore 
appealable under O. XLIII, R. ] 
Cl. (s). What the Subordinate Judg 
says is this:—“ I allow the applicaCio 
provisioDally and call on parties to put i 
applications showing their claims regard 
ing the person and power of the Receive 
and the income, if any, that is to be pai 
by him to the objectors,’* It seems to n 
that the Subordinate Judge came to 

1915 A—17 & 18 


Mohamad Mohiuddin Khan and others _ 

Defendants-Respondents, 

Privy Council Appln. No. 2S of 1913, 
decided on the 5fch December, 1914, for 
leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council. 

Civil P. C. iV of 2908), S. 220~-Two connected 
first appeals out of same suit dUposed of together 
■—Permission to appeal to Privy Council granted 
in one other case also fit for permission. 

Two conneofeed first appeals arising out of the 
same suit were disposed of by the High Court. 
In one of the appeals the High Court confirmed 
the decision of the lower Court and in the other 
reversed it. The same question wag involved 
^ both the appeals, Leave for appeal to the 
Privy Council was given in the one in which 
the High Court had reversed the judgment of 
the Court below. 

Held, that under the oiroumstancea the othei 
case also was a fit one for appeal to His Maieaty- 
in-Council. [P. igo, C. 1.] 

Ahdur Raoof —for Applicant. 

Sunder Lai and Tej Bahadicr Sapru — 
for Respondents. 

Judgment The value of the subject- 
matter of the suit out of which this appeal 
arises and of the proposed appeal to His 
Majesty in Council exceeds Rs. 10,000, 
but this Court affirmed the decree of the 
Court of first instance. We have, there¬ 
fore, to see whether the case fulfills the 
requirements of S. 110 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure, or is otherwise a fit one 
for appeal to His Majesty in Council. 
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The question which is involved in appeal 
No. 29 is involved in the proposed appeal. 
Both appeals arise out of the same suit. 
To a large extent at least the decree of 
this Court will be wrong in the event of 
their Lordships of the Privy Council 
differing from the view taken by this 
Court in Appeal No. 29. We think, there¬ 
fore, under the special circumstances of 
this case that we are justified in certify¬ 
ing that the case is “otherwise a fit one 
for appeal to His Majesty in Council,” 
*and we so certify. 

Leave granted, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 130. 

Chamier and Pigqott, JJ. 

Kunwar Bahadtir —Plaintiff-Appellant 

v. 

Bindraban and another —Defendants- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 192 of 1914. decided 
on 15th December. 1914, from the deci¬ 
sion of the Sub J., Parrukhabad. dated 
3rd November, 1913. 

Limitation Act (LY of 1903], Art, 12() hij 

reversioner for declaration atiainst widow's alie¬ 
nation is governed 6.v Art. 120. 

A suit for declaration that au alienation by a 
Hindu widow is not binding on the pi lintlff, a 
remote rovorsionor, is governed by Act. MO of 
the Limitatiou Act. [P. 192, C. 1.] 

Tho cause of aotion acoruoa on the date of 
alienation. [P. 131. C. 2.] 

Tej Bahadur Saprn —for Appellant. 

S. C. Bcinerji —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—Tliis is a second appeal 
by a plaintiff wlioso suit for a declaration 
has boon dismissed by tho lower Appellate 
Court as barred by limitation. Dobi ])as, 
father of the plaintiffs, had two brotliors, 
Jwala Parshad and Prag Das; they lived 
separately. Jwala Porsbad died childless, 
leaving a widow, Musanimat Rukinani. 
This lady, while in possession of tho jiro- 
porty of her late luishaiid with a Hindu 
widow’s estate, oxocubod a deed of sale on 
February I2bh. 189S. transferring to cer¬ 
tain persons, wlio appear as defendants 
Nos. 1 and 2 in the case, a house whioh 
had belonged to her late tuishand. By tho 
present suit instituted on .Vpril 11th, 
19i;l, the plaintiif sought a declaration 
that this salo-dood was inolToctual as 
against liiin and enforooablo only during 
the life-timo of Alt. Rukinani. He 


impleaded this lady as a defendant, and 
also his own father, Dobi Das, and his 
uncle, Prag Das. Only the defendants- 
vendees contested the suit, no appearance 
being entered by any of the others. Ordi¬ 
narily the plaintiff would nob be permitt¬ 
ed to maintain such a suit he not being 
tho nearest reversioner to the estate of 
Jwala Parshad in the presence of his own 
father and uncle. The plaintiff according¬ 
ly pleaded that Prag Das had collud¬ 
ed with Aft, Rukmani and with the 
vendees at the time of the sale ; with re¬ 
ference to Debi Das he pleaded that tho 
latter had long since severed himself from 
all connection with mund ins affairs and 
elected to reside in solitude in a certain 
garden. He claimed that a cause of action 
accrued to him on February 13th, 1910, 
the date on which a suit by his father 
or his uncle became barred by limi¬ 
tation under the provisions of Art. 125 
of the first Schedule to the Indian 
Limitation Act (IX of 1908) and that 
his suit was ^Yithin time under Art. 120 
of tho same Schedule. It may bo 
noted that the plaintiff gave his own 
ago as thirty years in June or July. 1913, 
so that ha attained majority within three 
years of the execution of the sale-deed in 
question. There is, therefore, no ques¬ 
tion of any extension of period of limita¬ 
tion on the ground of the plaintiff’s 
minority. 

The learned Subordinate Judge has 
found clear authority, in certain decisions 
of tho Madras High Court referre^l to in 
his judgment, for the proposition that the 
pliiintilVs cause of action accrued to him 
on tho date of tho execution of the sale-deed 
of February 12th. Iv898. and that the period 
of limitation for tho same is that provided 
by Art. 120 of tho Schedule to the Limita¬ 
tion Act. Ho has not. therefore, thought 
it necessary to oxamino in any detail tho 
prooiso i)loadings in this particular case. 
\ot thoso are sulViciont in themselves to 
make tho plaintifVs v>ositiv^n a very dilVicult 
one, even if tho propositions of law oon- 
toudod for on his behalf are correct. So 
far as his unolo Prag Das is couoorned, 
the plaiutid’s allegation that a cause of 
aotion acornod to him on February I3th, 
1910, will nob boar a moment’s examina¬ 
tion. Ho says that Piag Das colluded 
with the vendor and voudeos at the time 
of this sale, so that ho lia l his cause of 
action complete on that date, or at latest 
on tho date on whioh tho faot of Prag Das’ 
collusion became known to him. A 
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regards the plaintiff’s father, the point 
may not be quite so clear because the facts 
have not been gone into. A comparison of 
the plaint and the written statement cer¬ 
tainly suggests that the parties intended 
to plead, and did in fact plead, that Debi 
Das’ withdrawal from all interest in world¬ 
ly affairs took place prior to the execution 
of the contested sale-deed. The plaintiff 
uses the vague expression “ long since,” 
the defendants, while admitting the cor¬ 
rectness of the paragraph in the plaint 
regarding Debi Das’ withdrawal from the 
world, pleaded that the deed in suit had 
been executed with the knowledge and in¬ 
formation of, and in consultation with, 
the plaintiff and his uncle, Prag Das. The 
fact that it would have been useless for 
the vendees to attempt to obtain the con¬ 
sent of Debi Das was presupposed by the 
pleadings and the frame of the issues. If 
this fact be admitted, it seems clear that 
the plaintiff on his own showing had a 
complete cause of action the day on which 
he knew that Prag Das had wrongfully 
■colluded with the vendor and vendees to 
execute the sale-deed in suit. Whether 
he had a valid cause of action, is, of course, 
quite a different question and one as to 
which we express no opinion ; it is enough 
to find that it was a cause of action which 
had became barred by time long before 
the institution of the pi'esent suit. 

When the facts above noticed were 
brought out in the course of arguments 
before us, a strong appeal was made to 
us not to decide the matter on these 
grounds without remitting issues to the 
Courts below, the point taken being that 
neither of those Courts had considered 
the question of limitation in this particu¬ 
lar light* We are not disposed to remit 
issues. It cannot be said that such a 
question as the date of the retirement of 
Debi Das from all interest in worldly 
affairs, or the precise nature of that retire- 
paent, was ever put in issue on the plead¬ 
ings. The parties went to trial on the 
admission that this retirement took place 
so long ago that its precise date was quite 
immaterial and practically also on the 
admission that this retirement was so 
effective and complete that Debi Das had 
put himself in such a position that he 
could not be expected to do anything to 
protect the interests of his son from the 
nefarious schemes of the other defendants. 

Apart frorn^this, as the question of law 
involved wasiirguod before us at length, 
we think it fight to say that we are not 


prepared^ to accede to the proposition of 
law on which the plaintiff-appellant’s case 
rests. In the case of an alienation by a| 
Hindu widow the person or persons who 
would be entitled at any given moment to 
succeed to the estate of her late husband, 
have a cause of action from the date of the 
alienation and a right to sue under Art* 125 
of the _ first Schedule to the Indian 
Limitation Act within twelve years of the 
date of such alienation. The contention 
for the appellant is that their failure to do 
so withip twelve years ipso facto creates a 
cause of action for the next reversiouer or 
reversioners, which action may be brought 
within a further period of six years under 
Art. 120 of the same Schedule. It would 
fellow that the expiration of this period 
would create a fresh cause of action with a 
further period of limitation for the rever¬ 
sioner or reversioners one degree further 
removed and so on for the whole life-time 
of the widow. No direct authority can ha 
quoted for propositions so remarkable. 

The principal cases referred to in ar^u- 
naent may be noted below:— 


It, V. L^ourt Of wards 

(1), Ahiuash Chandra Mozurndar v TTnri 

nath Shaha (2); Jhula v. Kanta Prasad 

{3 ■ Bhagwanta v. Sukhi (4) ; Ayyadorai 

Filial V. Solai Ammal (5); Govinda Pillai 
V. Thayammal (6). 

In the first of these, their Lordships of 
the Privy Council were dealing with a 
suit to set aside an adoption, a suit for 
which a period of twelve years from the 
date of the adoption is specifically provid 
ed, by whomsoever the suit may be brought 
It IS certain, therefore, that when tlev 
spoke of some act or omission on the part 

of the nearest reversioner by which the 

latter disabled himself from suing thev 
were not thinking of the reverfioner! 
merely allowing the prescribed period of 
limitation to run out. In the Allahabad 
case uo question of limitation arose. The 
oases in Abmash Chandra Mozurndar y. 
Hannath Shaha (2) and Govinda Pillai y 

fht“nrminority of 
the plaintiff in each of those erses. The 

truth appears to be that the various 

Articles in the Schedule to the Limitation 


-®4L.R.'381 = 
(2) (190l)l2 cf,:^2'= 9 C: W', N. Vo ' 

(4) (1899, ^ AU. 433 = l'899 ''.fw''i,.159 

(5) (1901) 24 kad. 405. 

(6) (1905) 23 Had. 57 = 14 M.L.J. 209 
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Act dealing with such suits as the present 
and cognate suits to contest an adoption 
by a widow were framed with special re¬ 
ference to the provisions of S. 42 of the 
Specific Relief Act (I of 1877). The Sche¬ 
dule, therefore, made no express provision 
for the rare cases in which a suit like the 
present is permitted to be brought by a 
more remote reversioner by reason of col¬ 
lusion or wilful default on the part of the 
nearest reversioner or reversioners. The 
result, no doubt, is that such suit must 
necessarily be referred to Art. 120 of the 
Schedule. It does not follow, however, 
that a remoter reversioner is thereby en¬ 
titled to ait still and wait for limitation to 
run out against every reversioner nearer 
in degree than himself. An improper 
alienation by a Hindu widow is a wrong 
to the entire body of reversioners, and in 
a sense it affords an immediate cause of 
action to all of them. The reason why 
such action is ordinarily required to be 
brought by the nearest reversioner in de¬ 
gree and the special cases in which this 
rule may be relaxed, have been pretty 
well settled since the decision of the Privy 
Council in Haul Anund Kunicar v. Court 
of Wards (1). But it is for more remote 
reversioners to be on the watch to safe¬ 
guard their own interests and when they 
find that no action is being taken by the 
nearest reversioner or reversioners, to in¬ 
quire into the reasons for such inaction 
and call upon the person or persons entitl¬ 
ed to do so to protect the interests of the 
whole body of rovorsionors. For tlio pur¬ 
poses of the present case it is quite suKi- 
cient to say that it must lie heavily on the 
plaintiff in a suit like the present to ex¬ 
plain why ho took no action before the 
period of limitation proscribed for a suit 
by the nearest reversioner had expired. It 
is not necessary for us to go the full length 
of the Madras rulings relied on by the 
learned Subordinate dudge in order to 
arrive at the conclusion that bo has right¬ 
ly dismissed the present suit as time-bar¬ 
red. So liolding we dismiss this appeal 
with costs, including foes on the higher 
scale. 

dismissed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 132. 

Rapique, J. 

Deo Dutt Pande and of/iers—Plaintiffs* 
Appellants 

V. 

Kuleshwar Dube and others —Defen- 
dants-Eespondents, 

Second Appeal No. 1265 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 12th March, 1915, from the decision 
of the Sessions and Sub-J., Jaunpur, 
dated 2nd June, 1914. 

Tort — Nuisance—Overhanging branches can be 
removed, 

A party has a right to the removal of the 
branohes of a tree, which overhang his house. 
(19 Bom. 420 and 31 Cal. Oii.FoU.) [P. 133, 0.1.] 

HaHbans Sahai —for Appellants. 

Muhammad Ishaq Khan —for Respon' 
dents. 

Judgment : The relevant facts of this 
appeal are as follows :—The plaintiffs- 
appollants are tenants and reside in the 
village of Karao in the district of Jaun¬ 
pur. To the west of their house is an old 
tree, some of the branches of which 
overhang their house. They instituted 
tliis suit in the Court of the Munsif of 
Jaunpur against the zemindars of the 
village for an injunction restraining the 
latter from preventing the plaintiffs from 
cutting down the pipal tree and appro¬ 
priating its timber. The plaintiffs alleged 
that the tree belonged to tlieni and they 
wanted to cut down the brauclies over¬ 
hanging their house, but were prevented 
by defendants Nos. 1 and 2. It was fur¬ 
ther alleged in tlio plaint tliat in case the 
plaiutitls failed to prove their title to the 
tree, tlie defendants should bo made to 
cut down the branches overhanging the 
house of the plaiutitls as the tree was old 
and likely to fall down any moment and 
cause liamage to them. Tho claim was 
resisted prinoipally by defendant No. 2, 
who claimed tlio tree as lus and denied 
that it was in a dangerous condition. Tho 
learned Munsif dismissed the claim, hold¬ 
ing that tlie tree belonged to the zemin¬ 
dars. On api^eal tho learned Subordinate 
Judge romamied tlie case under 0. XLl, 
R, 25. Civil I’rocoduro Code, for the trial 
of a fresh issue as to whether the pipal 
tree was dangerous to tho plaintiffs and, if 
so, were they entitled to havi it cut down. 
Tho first Court returned a tiding against 
tlio plaintilis to which ob/J^otious wora 
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taken. The learned Subordinate Judge 
agreed with the first Court that the plain¬ 
tiffs had failed to prove their title tO the 
tree as also its dangerous condition, but 
as the tree was an old one and some of its 
branches overhung the house of the plain¬ 
tiffs, the latter were entitled to have those 
branches cut down. The decree of the first 
Court was accordingly modified. As to 
■costs the order was that the parties were 
to bear their own costs in both Courts. 
The plaintiffs have preferred a second ap¬ 
peal to this Court. They say that the 
lower Appellate Court ought to have decid¬ 
ed the question with regard to the nib 
■tree also which has grown inside the pipal 
tree. They further urge that under the 
circumstances of the case the'decree should 
have been for the removal of the entire 
tree or at least for so much of it as over¬ 
hangs the house of the plaintiffs. They 
dispute the order of the Court below as to 
•costs and contend that costs should have 
been allowed to them. I do not think 
that the first contention of the plaintiffs- 
appellants is maintainable. It was not 
alleged by them that the nib tree overhangs, 
or in any way affects their house. They 
cannot, therefore, ask for its removal. Nor 
have they made out any case for the re¬ 
moval of the entire pipal tree. It has 
been found as a fact by both the Courts 
below that the tree in question is not in a 
dangerous state. The ,lower Appellate 
Courfc, as a matter of-pracaution because of 
the old age of the tree, has allowed the 
lopping off of the western branches of the 
tree which overhang the house of the 
plaintiffs. The finding is not that it is in 
a dangerous state, but that at some future 
time the ^ branches which overhang the 
plaintiffs’ house might fall down and in¬ 
jure it or its inmates. The learned Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge need not have based his 
judgment on that ground at all, as under 
the law the plaintiffs have a right to the 
removal of the branches of the tree which 
overhang their house, vide Hari Krishna 
Joshi V. Shankar Vithal (l) and Lakshmi 
Naratn Banerjee y. Tara Prosanna Baner- 
jee (2). According to the finding of the 
lower Appellate Court the northern 
branches of the tree, by which are presum¬ 
ably meant the north-western branches, as 
the report of the Amin shows, also over¬ 
hang the house of the plaintiffs. The latter 
have, therefore, a right to ask for the cut- 


(1) (1895) 19 Bom. 420. 

(3) (1904) 81 Cal. 944=8 O.W.N. 710. 


ting down of those branches also. The 
appeal, therefore, must prevail as regards 
those branches. As to the last contention 
for the plaintiffs relating to costs, I do uot 
think there is any force in it. Substantial 
allegations of the plaintiffs and principal 
reliefs sought by them have been disallow¬ 
ed. I think that the order of the lower 
Appellate Court with regard to costs was 
a correct order. I, therefore, modify the 
decree of the Court below by directing the 
defendant No. 2 to cut down the north¬ 
western and western branches of the tree 
in question which overhang the plaintiff’s 
house. The rest of the appeal fails and is 
dismissed. I also make no order as to 
costs. 

Appeal partly allowed, 

A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 133, 

Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Bhola Nath —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Kartik Prasad Pande —Defendant-Res¬ 
pondent. 

_ Civil Revn. Petn. No. 132 of 1914, de- 
cided on 14th December, 1914, from the 
decree of the Sub-J., Mirzapur, dated 14th 
May, 1914, 

Civil P. C. (F of 1908), S. 115—Not granting 
reasonable time to furnish security under 0. 

R, 10 is material irregularity. 

Where a notice issued to the appellant to 
show cause why he should not be required to 
furnish security before his appeal was heard, 
does not put the appellant on his guard that the 
security must be ready in the event of sufficient 
cause not being shown, the dismissal of the 
appeal on failure to furnish the security not 
within a time under ordin-ary oiroumstanoes 
sufficient for him to furnish is a material irre¬ 
gularity within the meaning of 8. 115 of the 
Civil Procedure Code, 1908. [P. 134, 0. 1.] 

P. L. Banerji —for Appellant. 

W, Wallach —for Respondent. 

^ Judgment :—This application for revi¬ 
sion arises out of the following facts. An 
appeal was pending before the Subordinate 
Judge of Mirzapur in which 15th of May, 
1914, was fixed for hearing. On the 29th 
of April, 1914, the respondent applied 
under O. XLI. R. 10, Civil Procedure 
Code, that the appellant might be ordered 
to furnish security for the costs of the 
first Court and of the Appellate Court 

was heard. The Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge passed an English order to 
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the effect that notice should go to the 
appellant to appear before the Court on 
May, the 14th, 1914, and to show cause 
why he should not be required to furnish 
security to the amount of Es. 150 before 
the appeal was allowed. No sufficient 
cause being shown, an order was passed 
requiring security in the sum named, to 
be furnished on the following day. This 
order was not complied with and the ap¬ 
peal was thereupon dismissed without 
having been heard on the merits. There 
had been one irregularity in the proceed¬ 
ings, in that the vernacular notice issued 
to the appellant was not in accordance 
with the Judge’s English order. It direct¬ 
ed the appellant to show cause on May 
14th, 1914, why he should not be required 
to furnish security before the appeal was 
heard, and not before the appeal was 
allowed. The appai'ent object of the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge was that the question of 
the application by the respondent in the 
matter of the security should ho disposed 
of in time to ensure the hearing of the 
appeal on the date fixed, that is to say, on 
May loth, 1914. If he had seen fit to 
issue a notice so worded as to call upon 
the appellant either to furnish security 
on tlie date sjiecified, or to show adequate 
cause to the contiary, his order would 
have been unassailable. The notice'aetual- 
ly issued, besides lieing at variance witli 
the Court’s English order, did not put 
the apjiellant o!i his guard that the secu¬ 
rity must 1)0 ready in Court in the ovOTib 
of sulficiont cause not being sliown. In 

his order disposing of the matter, tlie 
learned Subordinate Judge admits that 
under ordinary circumstances an order 
giving the appollant, who was a resident 
of Benares, only one day in which to fur¬ 
nish tlie required security would not liavo 
been a proper order. IIo assumes, how¬ 
ever. that the notice issued by the Court 
was sufficient to give the appellant warn¬ 
ing tliat ho must eitlier come to Court 
on tlio 14th ^fay. 1914, with his security 
ready, or must ho jueparod to show ade¬ 
quate cause against his being required to 
furnisli such security. This contention 
overlooks the fact tliat tlie notice issued 
tlie Court was not calculated to warn 
tlie appollant to have his security ready 
on May. the 14th. Wo think that tlio 
pioccedings of tho Court below wero irre¬ 
gular and tho iryogularity was a material 
ono. the case being a hard one, imismuch 
as tho appeal was dismissed unheard bo- 
causo of tho ai>poIlant's failure to comply 


with an order which, the learned Subordi¬ 
nate Judge himself admits, was not on the 
face of it an order with which he could 
reasonably have been expected to comply. 
We accept this application, set aside the 
order dismissing the appeal and direct the 
Subordinate Judge to re-admit the appeal 
on to his file of pending cases and to give 
to the appellant reasonable time, not less 
than one week, within which to comply 
with the order requiring him to furnish, 
security. The costs of this application 
will be costs in the suit. 

Order of dismissal set aside. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 134. 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Emperor —Applicant 

V. 

Paras Pam Dube —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Eevn. Petn. No. 33 of 1915, 
decided on 2Sth January, 1915, from the 
order of Addl. Sessions J., Gorakhpur. 

Penal Code {XLV of 1S60), Ss. S3, 83, 3Sl and 
376—Law presumption of inability of 
boy of It rapa ts nof applicable in 

India—It is ^uosfion of fa:t, 

Tho prosumption of English Lav? against the 
possihility of tho commiseion of tho oflonce of 
rapo by a boy under tho age of 14 years has no 
applioatlon in India. Suoh a question is a 
question of fact only. [P. 184, C. 2.] 

Judgment :—I called for the record of 
this case on examination of the sessions 
statement from tlio District of Basti for 
tho month of November. 1914. One Paras 
Ram, a boy described as being liotwoon 12 
and 14 years of age, was charged with 
having committed the offence of rape on 
tho person of a little girl about seven veal's 
of ago. Tlio learned Sessions Judge has 
convicted in tho alternative under S. 376 
or S. 354 of tho Indian Penal Code, not 
hocauso 1)0 was in any doubt as to the 
facts, but because 1)0 considovod that there 
was a dllficultv as to whether a hov of the 
ago of tlio accused could legally bo con¬ 
victed of tlio major offence charged. Thoi 
presumption of English Law against the| 
possibility of tho commission of thoj 
oiVonco of rape by a boy under tho ago ofi 
14 years lias no apidioation in this 
country. Tho law on tho subject of in¬ 
fancy in connection with criminal liability 
is laid down in Ss. S2 and S3 of tho Indian 
Penal Code and nowhere else. It was a 
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simple question of fact which the learned 
Sessions Judge had to try, as to whether, 
in the course of the assault perpetrated 
by the accused on the person of this little 
girl, such penetration had been effected as 
is required by law to constitute the offence 
of rape. If the statement of the girl, 
Kolharia, is read in connection with the 
medical evidence, there can be no doubt 
that the offence of rape was committed. 
I thought it advisable to place these re¬ 
marks on record in view of the difficulty 
felt by the Sessions Judge. I do not pro¬ 
pose to interfere with the sentence passed 
by him. The question of the proper 
punishment for an offence of this sort by 
boys of tender age is not an easy one, and 
many Sessions Judges of experience are of 
opinion that a sentence of whipping only 
is the most appropriate one that can be 
inflicted in such cases. I think the accused 
Paras Earn has been somewhat leniently 
dealt with, but interference on the part of 
this Court is not now called for. Let the 
record be returned. 

Petition rejected. 
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Chamier and Pigott, JJ. 

Tilah Pandey and others —Applicants 

V. 

Emperor —Eespondents. 

Criminal Evn. Petn. 175 of 1914, 
decided on 22nd March, 1915, from the 
order of the Sub-J., Basti, dated 1st 
September, 1914. 

Crimwal P,G., {V of 1808), S. 476—No time 
limit for proceeding itnrfer S. 476. 

There is nothing in S. 47C of the Criminal 
Procedure Code which requires a Court to take 
action,if at all, immediately after the conclusion 
of the case in which the ofiences are said to 
have been committed or within any fixed time 
thereafter. (14 I. C. 766 and 1 I. C. 306, FoZZ., 
and Case-law Bef .) [P. 136 C. 1.} 

Harnandan Lai and Lakshmi Narayan 
—for Applicants. 

A. E. Rijves —for the Crown. 

Facts :—One Shiv Narain died leav¬ 
ing Mt. Mohra, a daughter, il//, Abbraji, 
a widowed daughter-in-law, and Alt. 
Daulata, the widowed daughter-in-law 
of one of Shiv Narain*s brothers. Every 
one of the three applied to the Eevenue 
Court for mutation in her name. Mt, 


Daulata retired, but Mt. Mohra and 
Mt. Abbraji compromised and agreed that 
Abbraji’s name should continue for her life 
and after that Mohra’s name should be re- 
coi'ded. Later on, Triloke Pande and others 
collaterals of Shiv Narain, applied to the 
Revenue Court objecting to the com¬ 
promise and the order of the Revenue 
Court thereon. Abbraji supported the 
collaterals. The Revenue Court referred 
them to the Civil Court. Two suits, one 
by Mohra for possession and the other by 
Triloke for possession were brought before 
the Sub-Judge, Triloke’s case being that 
Mohra vvas not Shiv Narain’s daughter. 
The Sub-Judge held that Mohra wat Shiv 
Narain’s daughter and took action under 
S. 476, Criminal Procedure Code, against 
the applicants for false verifications of 
pleadings and giving false evidence. 

The applicants applied in revision to 
the High Court. 

Judgment :—This is an application for 
revision of an order of the Subordinate 
Judge of Gorakhpur, under S. 476 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure, directing the 
prosecution of the applicants on various 
charges in connection with pleadings 
verified, and evidence given by them, in 
two cases tried by the Subordinate 
Judge. It appears that one Mt. Mohra 
brought a suit to establish her right to 
certain property as the daughter of Shiv 
Narain. The applicants and others brought 
another suit against Mt. Mohra for 
possession of property, on the ground that 
she was not the daughter of Sheo Narain. 
The two cases were tried together, and the 
Subordinate Judge found that Mt. 
Mohra was the daughter of Sbeo Narain. 
He waited for a month probably to see 
whether appeals would be filed against 
his decision, and as soon as the month bad 
expired he took proceedings against the 
applicants under S. 476 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure. On the part of the 
applicants it is contended that the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge had no jurisdiction to take 
action against them a month or more after 
he had disposed of the cases in which the 
offences are alleged to have been com- 
mibtt-ed. "We have been referred to 
several decisions on the subject. A Full 
Bench of the Madras High Court (Miller, 
J., dissenting) has held that the power 
conferred by S. 476, Criminal Procedure 
Code, can be exercised by the Court only 
in the course of the judicial proceeding or 
at its conclusion or so shortly thereafter 
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as to make it really the continuation of 
the proceedings in the course of which the 
offence was committed or brought to 
notice. See Aiyakannu Pillai v. Emperor 
(l), which followed a previous decision of 
the same Court in Bahimadulla Sahib v. 
Emperor (2)- The Madras High Court 
declined to follow the decision of the 
Bombay High Court in Lakshmidas Lalji^ 
In re (3), in which the learned Judges 
said that they were unable to find any¬ 
thing in the language of S. 476 making it 
incumbent upon a Court acting under it 
to take action, if at all, within any parti¬ 
cular period or at any particular time. 
There is also a reported decision to the 
effect that action should not be taken by 
a Court under S. 476 before the close of 
the case in which the offence is brought 
to the notice of the Court. See Emperor 
V. Eustomji Hormusji Tarioalla (4). This 
Court in Ginvar Prasad v. Emperor (o) 
declined to follow the decision of the 
Madras Higli Court referred to above, and 
held that a ^lunsif had jurisdiction to 
take action under S. 476, 18 months or 
more after the conclusion of the case in 
which the offences were said to have been 
committed, and in Naival Singh v. Empe¬ 
ror (6), Mr. Justice Banorji upheld the 
order of a Subordinate Judge passed under 
S. 476 several years after the conclusion 
of the case in which the offencos were 
said to have been committed. Wo agree 
witli the view whicli has hitliorto boon 
taken liy this Court tliat there is nothing 
in S. 476 whicli requires a Court to take 
action, if at all, immediately after the 
conclusion of the case in which the offen¬ 
ces are said to have been committed or 
witliin any fixed time thereafter. Cases 
can easily bo imagined where it would be 
impossible or inadvisalile to take action 
immediately on the conclusion of the ease. 
In the iiresent case the Subordinate Judge 
appears to us to have exorcised a wise 
discretion in abstaining from taking action 

against the applicants until ho know tliat 

no appeal had l>con filed against his deci¬ 
sion. It would have boon useless to jiroso- 
cuto the aiiidicants for the offences which 
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they are supposed to have committed, if 
there had been an appeal in the case and 
the District Judge had held that Musam- 
mat Mohra was not the daughter of Sheo 
Narain. We express no opinion on 
the merits of the case or on the advisabi¬ 
lity of the prosecution which has been 
ordered. In our opinion the Subordinate 
Judge had jurisdiction to direct the prose¬ 
cution of the applicants and we have, 
therefore, no power to interfere with his 
order. The application is dismissed with 
costs, including fees in this Court on the 
higher scale. 

Application dismissed. 
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Mt. Dulari 
Appellants 


PiGOTT, J. 

and another —Plaintiffs- 



Lal Bahadur Singh —Defendant-Res¬ 
pondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1499 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 18th January. 1915. from the deci¬ 
sion of the Dist. J., Benares, dated 13th 
August, 1913. 

Transfer of Propertg Act {V of JSS2), S. 60— 
Condition not to reieeyn for 69 gears is no clog on 
equitg of redemption. 

Where a mortgege-doad ensured to the mort¬ 
gagee possession for 59 years before the mort¬ 
gagor was entitled to redeem : 

Held, that the morlgigo could not bo redeom- 
od before the expiration of that period. 

[P. 137, 0. l.J 

Ilaruattdin Prasad—(or Appellants. 

J. N. Sen —for Respondent. 

Judgment: —This was a suit for ro- 
(lomption of a usufructuary mortgage, 
dated March 14th, 1898. The suit was 
instituted on the 19th of July, 1912. It 
has hoon dismissed by the District Judge, 
on tbo ground tliat it was premature as 
the terms of the deed provided for redemp¬ 
tion only after tlie expiration of a period 
of 59 years. The first point taken in 
appeal is that tbo plaintiffs were entitled 
to redeem before the expiry of the term, 
boeauso the defendant bad himself broken 
an important stijiulation in tl\e ooutnacb 
by noglooting to pay the sum of Rs. 75 
duo to one Batoro, who was a usufructuary 
mortgagee of a portion of the laud in suit. 
Tiiis plea was not very clearly taken in 
the memorandum of appeal, but it was 
based in argument on the case of Chhatku 
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Rai V. Baldeo Shukul (1). I so far accept¬ 
ed this contention as to remand two 
issues to the Court below in regard to the 
position of Batore and to the paying off 
of his prior mortgage. The findings re¬ 
turned dispose of the appellants’ conten¬ 
tion on this point, as it was found that 
Batore was in possession as mortgagee 
until he was redeemed by the defendant 
in accordance with the stipulation in the 
deed now in suit. The second plea raised 
is that the deed in suit does not in terms 
preclude redemption prior to the expira¬ 
tion of the period of 59 years. I have 
read the deed. It appears to me to be so 
drafted as to ensure to the mortgagee pos¬ 
session for 59 years before the mortgagor 
is entitled to redeem. The third plea 
taken is that it lay on the defendant to 
prove that the transaction was fair and 
bona fide. According to the pleadings in 
the Cou^t of first instance it was alleged 
that the original mortgagor, Mt. Nanka, 
was induced to sign the deed in 
suit fraudulently in ignorance of the fact 
that the term of 59 years was entered 
within which the mortgage could not be 
redeemed. The District Judge has found 
that the executant of the deed was not a 
pardanashin lady and he refers to the fact 
that she appeared personally before the 
Sub-Registrar at the time when the deed 
was registered. In argument before me 
stress has been laid on the fact that the 
mortgagor was a tenant of the mortgagee. 
It was not the plaintiffs’ case that the 
mortgagor did understand the stipulation 
in the deed which allowed the mortgagee 
possession for a period of 59 years, but that 
her assent to the same was induced by 
undue infiueuee. This case, therefore, can¬ 
not be brought within the terms of S. 16 
of the Indian Contract Act, IX of 1872; 
nor should I be prepared to hold that the 
relations between tenauts-at-fixed-rates 
and zemindars in the eastern districts of 
these provinces are presumably such that 
the latter are in a position to dominate 
the will of the former. Evidence was 
given in the case both by the mortgagor 
and by the mortgagee, and in view of the 
finding of the lower Appellate Court 
against the plea of fraud set up in the 
plaint, I do not think the plaintiff can 
claim to have the stipulation postponing 
redemption for a period of 59 years set 
aside, merely on the argument that it 
•appears under the circumstances somewhat 


(1) (1912) 12 I. 0. 340=34 All. 659, 


onerous. This appeal, therefore, fails and 
I dismiss it with costs, including fees on 
the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Audendra Partap Singh Sahai —Appli¬ 
cant 


v. 

Daman Singh and others —Opposite 
Parties. 

Criminal Revn, No. 210 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 19th May, 1915, from an order of the 
Magt., Basti. 

Criminal P. C., (V of 1898)^ S. 145—Deep 
streayn of Ohaqra divided Fyzabad and Basti 
Districts—Dispute of layxd between two channels 
of Ghagra—Deep stream towards Fyzabad—‘Basti 
Magistrate competent to take cognizance. 

The deep stream of the river Ghagra, as it 
exists at any given point, forms the boundary 
line between the District of Pyzabad in the 
Province of Oudh and the District of Basti in 
the Province of Agra. [P. 138, C. 1.] 

A dispute arose about a piooe of land situated 
between the two distinct channels of the river 
Ghagra between the District of Fyzabad and the 
District of Basti and ttie channel which was 
towards the Fyzabad side was found to be the 
deep stream of the river. 

Heldy that the Magistrate of Basti had juris¬ 
diction to take cognizance of the dispute under 
S. 145 of the Criminal Prooedara Code. 

[P. 137, 0. 2 & P. 138, C. 2.] 

Satija Chander Mukerjee —for Appli¬ 
cant. 

S. C. Banerji —for Opposite Parties. 

Judgment: —This is an application in 
revision arising out of a ripa'dan dispute. 
The river Ghagra flows between the Dis¬ 
trict of Fyzabad in the Province of Oudh 
and the District of Btsti in the Gorakh¬ 
pur Division in the Province of Agra. It 
appears that at a certain point between 
these two districts the river divides into 
two distinct channels, northern and 
southern, leaving an island of alluvial soil 
between the two. A dispute having broken 
out between the proprietors of villages 
situated respectively on the Basti side 
and on the Fyzabad side of the river with 
regard to possession of a portion of this 
alluvial land, a Magistrate of the first class 
exercising jurisdiction in the District of 
Basti took cognizance of the dispute 
under S. 145 of the Code of Criminal Pro¬ 
cedure, and after issuing notice to the 
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parties and conducting a formal inquiry 
has passed certain orders. The point 
taken in the application before me, and 
P® oaly point with which I have to deal. 
IS that the Magistrate’s proceedings were 
without jurisdiction because the land in 

/ situated in, and formed part 

of. the Fyzabad District. The first ques- 
tion IS as to the criterion to be applied. 
Ine Magistrate has discussed this point 
and in reliance on the statements made by 
the parties before him and also on the 
records of custom found by him in the 
village papers, he has held that the deep 
stream of the river Ghagra, as it exists at 
any given point, forms the boundary line 
between the Districts of Fyzabad and 
^asti. In this I have no doubt that the 
Magistrate was right. The reasons given 
by him for his decision may be confirmed 
and strengthened by another considera¬ 
tion. The boundary in question is not 
merely between two districts, but be¬ 
tween two provinces. In a case which 
came before me in the Judicial Commis¬ 
sioner s Court in Lucknow the same ques¬ 
tion was raised. I was referred to a noti¬ 
fication of ^ the Governor General in 
Council fixing the deep stream of the 
river Ghagra as tlio boundary between 
the Province of Oudh and what is now 
the Province of Agra at this point. I 
nave mislaid the reference for the moment 
but my recollection is dear as to the fact! 
Ihe next question is whether according to 
this rule the land in dispute is in fiact 
Situated in the District of Basti. The 
Magistrate had to dotennino ou which 
side of this land tlio deep stream of the 
river is situated. In otiior words, lie had 
to determine whether the northern or the 
southern of the two streams, of which I 
have already sptikon. could most appro¬ 
priately bo doscril)ud as the deep stream of 

the river. Ho sooins to have gono into 
this raattor carefully and to liavo based 
nis decision in iiart on thoovidonco otVorod 
)oforo him, and in part on his own oltsor- 
vations in the oourso of two local inspoc- 
fc ons. during which ho visited the two 
s an,t tiu, alluvial Un,l l.otwoon 

thoin al pouits so|,a, a!,o,l hy a,, iutarval 
ofahouUwo nnlos. Tho oonclusioii ho 
has a.-nve,l at, is tl.at tho sooi.hon, stroa.n 
lepioscnts tho deep stream of tho river F 
am not sure how fan 1 shouht bo justilioa 
n any case m .■o:onsi,lonnft this point on 
tho iiresont application for roviaion hut I 
am content to say that f fiiul no sulVioiont 
reason tor dissenting from tho co.^bsion 
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arrived at by the Magistrate. The main 
point taken in argument before me against 
that conclusion seems to be that it was 
arrived at without taking specific measure¬ 
ments of the idepth of the two streams, 
and indeed after an admission that the 
Magistrate had found it impossible to take 
such measurements, at any rate ou the 
occasion on which he inspected the two 
streams at points immediately to the 
north and south of the land in dispute. 
As a matter of fact the question, which of 
two such streams may fairly be regarded 
as the deep stream of the river, is one to 
be decided on an inspection of the two 
streams along their entire separate course, 
and on a consideration of the appearance 
and circumstances of the two streams as a 
whole, including, of course, the question 
of the depth of each of tho streams at 
various' points. I gather from the Magis¬ 
trate s order that what really settled the 

question to his mind was his inspection of 
the two streams at a point two miles fur- 

^ler upstreams from tlie land in dispute. 

lie there found that the nortliern stream 
was fordable and was being easily crossed 
by people ou foot wliereas boats were 

lyingalong the southern stream. This is 
in eflect a finding, though not based on 
respective specific measurements as to the 
depth of tho two streams at this point, 
fiorthe reasons given. F find no good 
cause for iutorforonce anl dismiss thisl 

application. 

Application disnussed^ 
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Cfiamirr Axn PtacrOT'c, JT. 

Ala U all —Do f e (1 d a u b ■ A p p e Ua n t 

V. 

n^haii ani PhvintilTs-Ros- 

pendents. 

Appoal No. 117 of i')l |, 

on nth I'ohnia.-y, Ihlo. from an or.ler of 

tho Viai. Ihst. J. Aligarh, .latod -Jiltli 
April, DU. 

asNcr/iou of .li-vr.p irl, on person 

(ijlcwuj to rebut prem-np'ton in favour of co- 
snarer. ' ^ 


a.,. ..L '’>■ Olio oo-9h»ror 

agdnst anotbor tho plduti't Ia entitled iu tho 

ti^tinsunoo to roly ou tho prosmuptiou that 

the possc^^iou of tho dofondaut was ou bohlf of 

tho plaintiff. U Hog upou tho dofeudant to 



1915 


Mst. Phul Koeb V. Hashmat IJllah Khan Allahabad 139 


prove that he set up an adverse title to the 
plaintifi’s share to the knowledge of the plaintiff 

for more than 12 years before the suit. 

[P. 139, C. 1.] 

(b) Adverse possession— Co-sharer —0«sfer can¬ 
not he presumed from non-receipf of profits. 

The faot that the plaintiff who was a oo- 
sharer did not reoeive profits for many years 
alone does not raise a presumption of his 
ouster. (29 Bom, 300, Dist ). [P. 139, C* 2.] 

Mohan Lai Sandal —for Appellant. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Bespondents. 

Judgment :—This is an appeal against 
an order of the First Additional Judge of 
Aligarh remanding for trial on the merits 
a suit which had been dismissed as 
barred by limitation by the Munsif of 
Bulandshahr, The plaintiffs and the 
defendant were co-sharers in an occupancy 
holding. The plaintiffs brought this suit 
for recovery of Bs. 189-6-0 on account of 
profits of their share for the years 1318 
to 1321 Fasli, on the allegation that the 
defendant had wrongfully taken posses¬ 
sion of the entire holding and refused to 
give the plaintiffs any portion of the 
profits. The Munsif found that the plain¬ 
tiffs had failed to prove possession or 
enjoyment of profits within 12 years of 
the suit. On appeal the Additional Judge 
held that as the plaintiffs and the defen¬ 
dant had been admittedly joint occupancy 
tenants of the land, it was for the defen¬ 
dant to prove that he had ousted the 
plaintiffs from their share. In appeal it 
is contended that this view of the law is 
erroneous. In Ahmad Baza Khan v. 
Bam Lai (1), decided on the 16th of 
December, 1914, we held that in a case 
of this kind the plaintiffs are entitled 
in the first instance to rely on the pre¬ 
sumption that possession was held by the 
defendant on behalf of the plaintiffs, and 
that it lay upon the defendant to prove 
that he had set up an adverse title to the 
plaintiff’s share to the knowledge of the 
plaintiffs for more than 12 years before 
Isuit. In the present case the defendant 
failed to prove this. It is urged that our 
decision in the case cited recognises that 
there may be oases of exceptional nature 
in which ouster may be presumed, and we 
are referred to the case of Gangadhar v. 
Barash Bam (2) on this point. We are 
asked to presume that the defendant 
ousted the plaintiffs from their share 
more than 12 years before this suit. In 
the Bombay case the lower Appellate 

(1) (1915) 26 I. C. 922. 

(2) (1905) 29 Bom. 300=7 Bom. L. R. 252. 


Court had held in effect on the facts that 
there had been an ouster, and the High 
Court said ‘ that it was impossible for 
them to hold that there was no evidence 
of such ouster. They, therefore, dismissed 
the appeal. But in the present case the 
Additional Judge has declined to presume 
that there was an ouster of the plaintiffs, 
and we are not prepared to hold as a 
matter of law that ouster should be pre¬ 
sumed in the present case. All that ^ is 
known is that for many years the plain¬ 
tiffs did not receive the profits of their 
share. In our opinion the view taken by 
the Additional Judge was correct. We 
dismiss this appeal with costs. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 139. 

Bichards, C. J. and Banerji, J. 

Mst. Phul Koer —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Hashmat Ullah Khan —Opposite Party* 
Bespondent. 

First Appeal No. 12 of 1915, decided on 
13fch May, 1915, from an order of the 
Sub. J., Aligarh, dated 24th October, 
1914. 

Civil P,G., {.VofJ908), 0.9,R.9 and 0. 17, 
R. 2-'Plaintiff and pleaier remaining absent on 
adjourned hearing suit should be dismissed in 
default and not proceeded on merits. 

Where neither the plaintiS nor bis Pleader 
appears on a day to which the hearing of a suit 
has been adjourned, the Court must make an 
order under 0. IX, R. 8 and it is not entitled to 
proceed to decide the suit on the merits. 

[P. 140, C. 1.] 

L. B. Dube —for Appellant. 

G. L, Agaru'ala —for Bespondent. 

Judgment :—This is an appeal against 
an order refusing to entertain an appli¬ 
cation under 0. IX, B. 9, of the Code of 
Civil Procedure. The facts are as follows. 
The suit was a suit to recover a large sum 
alleged to be due on foot of two mort¬ 
gages. One of the pleas raised by the 
defendant was that the plaintiff had not 
obtained a Succession Certificate to collect 
the debts. There seems to have been 
unavoidable delay in obtaining the certifi¬ 
cate for which the plaintiff was not 
responsible, and the Court after hearing 
witnesses had allowed the plaintiff' time 
to obtain a certificate on a number of 
occasions. Finally the 17th of July, 1914 
was fixed. On that day neither the 
plaintiff nor the plaintiff’s Pleaders 
appeared. The Court proceeded to decide 
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-the case on the merits. It found that 
the bond was duly executed, that the 
amount was due but that the Succession 
Oertih^te not having been obtained, the 
plaintiff was not entitled to succeed. The 
Court made a decree dismissing the suit 
with costs. The plaintiff then made an 
application under O. IX, R. 9. The 
learned Subordinate Judge was of opinion 
that O. IX. R. 9, did not apply and dis¬ 
missed the application with costs. It is 
from this order that the present appeal is 
taken. Order XVII. R. 2. provides as 
follows: ^ Where, on any day to which 
the hearing of the suit is adjourned, the 
parties or any of them fail to appear, the 

Court may proceed to dispose of the suit 

modes directed in that 
behalf by O. IX. orlmake'such other order 
as it thinks fit.” Incur opinion if the 
Court intends to dispose of the case 
wheij neither the plaintiff, nor the 
Rleader. appears on a day to which the 
hearing of the suit has been adjourned, it 
must make an order under O. IX. R. 8. 
It IS not entitled to proceed to decide the 
suit on the merits. It is contended that 
the concluding words of the rule “ or 
make such order as it thinks fit ” entitle 
the Court to decide the case. We do not 
think i hat this is the true construction 
ot those words. In the very next rule 
where it is intended that the Court should 
decide the suit, the worls used are diffe- 
ront. ^ The Court is directed to “ proceed 
to decide the suit forthwith.” In our 
opinion, thoroforo. the Court bolow ought 
not to have decided the suit on tlio merits 
mt ouglit, if it did not intend to give the 
plaintiff or her Pleador any other oppor- 
tiunity of appearing, to have dismissed the 
suit for default of appoaranco.” Had it 
done so. the plaintiff would have had a 
^ght to make an apnlication under O. IX. 
R. 9, and that application would havo 
noon decided on its merits. Tt is con¬ 
tended on behalf of the respondents that 
10 Court, riglitly or wrongly, having 
made a decree, the proper remedy was to 
ajipoal from the decree. There is con- 
sidorahlo force m this argument. We 
find, however, that when the application 

was made to the Court holow. the appli¬ 
cant asked that the application should ho 
treated as an a]iplioation for a review of 
judgment. Wo think under the peculiar 
circumstances of this case and having 
logaid to tho fact that the decree of the 
Court below was not justified hy law. it 
ought to have treated tho application 


one for a review of judgment, particularly 
when the plaintiff’s Pleader asked that 
that should be done. We think the justice 
of the present case will be met by sending 
back the case to the Court below with 
directions to treat the application as one 
for review of judgment. It is stated that 
there is already pending an application 
for a review^ of judgment in the Court 
below. If this be the case, the Court can 
put up both matters and dispose of them 
at the Same time. We accordingly allow 
the appeal, set aside the order appealed 
from and remand the case with directions 
to the ^ Court below to readmit the 
application and treat it as one for 

review of judgment. We make no order 
as to costs. 

Appeal allowed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 140. 


Banerti, J. 


Dina —Defendant No. 1-Appellant 

v. 

Hat'kishen Dan and others— 
and Defendants 2 and 3-Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 315 of 1911. decided 

on 9th February. 1915. from the decision 

of the Dist. J., Benares, dated 2l9t 
February, 1914. 

H ■I(7ra rdnancy Act {IT of 1901), Ss, 5; (6) 
J// tn suit for ejectment for converting land to 
non agricultural purpose ap^ieal lies to District 
Juigo. 


Where tho pliiGtifi 9ou(;ht to ojjot tho dofon- 

d.ints in tho Rovouuo Court on tho ground that 
thoy had ooramittod aots inoon^istout with the 
purpose for which tho laud had boon loasod. 

mu, that an appeal to the District Judee 
(1 1. C. Ihl Dist.) lP 0 .J J 

(h) Agra Tenanzij Act {IT of 1901), S. or (6) — 
Using portvm for brick kilns is conversion to 

n<yi-agr icultural purpose--Tenant is liable to bd 

ejected from whole. 

Whore a laud was lot for agrloultural put- 

poaos aud tho lossoo ooovortod a portion of the 
land into brickfield : t' u tua 

that tho ooiivorslon was clearly an act 
dotrhuontaltotho Uni and vvas ineouslstont 
with tho purpose for which it was lot and that 
the lessee was liable to bo ejected from tho 
entire holding and not from the pociion only. 

[Ik 141, C. Q.t P. 142. C. 1.] 
Diaj }7iith Vi/as —for Appellant, 

Panne^hir ir IUim! for Pmsad^ 

for Respondents. 


Judgment: The plaintiff-raspondent 
granted a perpetual lease to the appellant 
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in respect of fourteen plots of land cover¬ 
ing an area of 12*54 acres. The appellant 
sublet two of these plots, the area of which 
is 1*58 acres, to the defendants Nos. 2 and 
3 for the purpose of making bricks and 
setting up brick-kilns. The defendants 
Nos. 2 and 3 converted these plots into a 
brick-field, and thereupon the suit out of 
which this appeal has arisen was brought 
by the plaintiff against all the defendants, 
for their ejectment from the entire holding, 
on the ground that the defendants had done 
an act detrimental to the land in the hold¬ 
ing and inconsistent with the purpose for 
which it had been let. The suit purported 
to be one under S. 57, Cl. (5), of the 
Agra Tenancy Act. The Court of first 
instance decreed the claim for ejectment, 
but ordered the defendant- appellant to pay 
compensation to the plaintiff and directed 
that upon payment of compensation eject¬ 
ment shall not take place. On appeal the 
learned District .fudge affirmed the decree 
for ejectment, but gave the defendant-appel¬ 
lant liberty to remove the brick-kilns, and 
restore the land to the condition in which 
it was before it had been converted into a 
brick-field. The defendant No. 1 has pre¬ 
ferred this appeal. The first contention 
put forward on his behalf is that the appeal 
from the decree of the Court of first in¬ 
stance did not lie to the District Judge but 
lay to the Commissioner. This contention 
is, in my opinion, untenable. As I have 
said above, the suit was brought on the 
ground that by reason of the defendant 
having done an act detrimental to the land 
in his holding and inconsistent with the 
purpose for which it was let, he had render¬ 
ed himself liable to ejectment under S. 57, 
Cl. (5). A suit for ejectment on one of 
the grounds specified in Cl. (b) of S. 57 
is one of the suits mentioned in group B 
of the fourth Schedule to the Tenancy 'Act 
and on appeal from the decree in such a 
suit lies to the District Judge. In a suit 
of this description the sub-lessees from 
the tenant should, as provided in S. 64 of 
the Act, be joined as parties, so that the 
circumstance of the sub-lessees being made 
defendants to the suit did not alter its 
nature. It was not a suit on the ground 
that the tenant had sub-let in contraven¬ 
tion of the provisions of the Act and did 
not come within the purview of Cl. (d) 
of S. 57- The learned Vakil for the appel¬ 
lant has referred to the ruling in Lachman 
Das V. Nahi Bax (l). That case has, in 


(1) (1909) 1 I. C. 161 = 81 All. 109. 


my opinion, no application to the present, 
inasmuch as it was held in that case that 
it was a suit in which the land-holder sued 
for ejectment of the tenant and his sub¬ 
tenants on the ground mentioned in Cl. 
id) of S. 57 and was a suit under S. 31 (2), 
an appeal from a decree in which lay to 
the Commissioner. The present case, as I 
have said above, is a case in which the 
plaintiff sought to eject the defendants on 
the ground that they had committed the 
acts mentioned in Cl, (5) of S. 57. The 
appeal, therefore, lay to the District 
Judge. 

The next contention on behalf of the 
appellant is that the defendants have done 
nothing detrimental to the'holding or in¬ 
consistent with the purpose for which 
the land was let and that the lease granted 
to the defendant-appellant was not a lease 
for agricultural purposes but permitted 
the defendant to build on the land and do 
any other act he liked in regard to it. 
This contention, which was also raised in 
the Court below, has, in my opinion, been 
rightly repelled by that Court. From the 
terms of the lease it appears that it was 
taken for agricultural purposes. In the 
preamble of the lease it is stated that the 
defendant had asked that he should he 
given a right to cultivate the laud, so that 
the main object of the letting was agricul¬ 
tural. No doubt the tenant was permitted 
to sink wells or make constructions on the 
land, but these apparently were ancillary 
to the main object of the tenancy, viz,, 
agriculture. The buildings which might 
be erected were apparently buildings for 
keeping cattle or implements of husbandry. 
Using a part of the land as a brick-field 
was clearly an act detrimental to the land 
for agricultural purposes and inconsistent 
with the purpose for which the land was 
let. The appellant, therefore, in granting 
a sub-lease for the making of bricks com¬ 
mitted an act detrimental to the land 
leased out to him and became liable to 
ejectment from his bolding. The learned 
Judge has allowed the defendant to restore 
the land to its original condition and has 
provided in the decree that if this be done, 
the decree shall not be executed for his 
ejectment. This he has done in exercise 
of the powers vested in him by S. 65. It 
is urged that the omission to restore the 
land sub-let to the defendants Nos. 2 and 3 
to its former condition should entail the 
ejectment of the appellant from that por¬ 
tion of his holding only and not from the 
entire holding. I cannot agi*ee with this 
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confcenfcion. Under S. 57, 01. {b), a 

tenanfc is liable to ejectment*from his hold¬ 
ing on the ground of any act or omission 
detrimental to the land in that holding. 
If any such act is done in respect of apart 
of the holding, he is liable to ejectment 
from^ the entire holding and not from that 
portion only. As the holding was one 
entire holding for which a lump sum was 
to be paid as rent, the Court could not 
order the appellant’s ejectment from a 
portion only of the holding and apportion 
the rent, thereby substituting a different 
contract of tenancy for that into which 
the parties had entered. I accordingly 
dismiss the appeal with costs, including 
fees on the higher scale, but extend the 
time for restoring the land to its former 
condition to four months from this date. 

Ap 2 )eaf (Usviissed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 142. 


Kichakds, C. J. and TrniiALi., J. 

Marram Khan and anoi/ter— Plaintiffs- 
Appellants 

V. 

Sakhawat Khan and o/Zicrs—Defen¬ 
dants-Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 826 of 19 U, decided 
on 2Gth May, 1915, fz*om a decision of the 

Dist. J., Azamgarh, dated 17th March 
1913. 


Pre-emption-Wajib-nlarr. right of 
pre-emption in casfl of mortgage right is not 
enforceable in of si7ftple mortgage. 

Where a olauso in the ib-nl-are of 1875 
gave a right of pre-emption in the oa^e of 
rehan (iaortgagi*) : 

Held, that the right could not bo exorcised if 
the transaction was a simple murtgagn aa 
defined in tho Transfer of Propertv Act of 1882 

U’. 142. C. 2.’] 

Abdul Raoof —for A]>pollant 3 , 

S. N. ScH—for Respondents. 


Judgment:- This appeal arises out o 
a suit for pi-o omption. Tho plaintitT: 
allogod that tho transaction between tin 
dofondants was iti reality a usufruotuarj 
mortgage drossod up in the guise of r 
simple mortgage, so as to defeat thoii 
right of preemption. They went on 
furtlior to say that even if tlio Couvl 
found that the transaction was a simple 
mortgage they had a right to ho suhsti- 
utod in the mortgage. Tlie lower Appel¬ 
late Court has fomul as a matter of fact 
that tho transaction was a simple mort¬ 


gage, and this finding is binding upon us 
in second appeal. 

It is contended, however, on behalf of 
the appellants that even on this finding 
the plaintiff’s are entitled to pre-empt the 
mortgage. We shall assume for the pur¬ 
poses of the present appeal that some 
right of pre-emption does exist. We shall 
also assume that this right of pre-emption 
extends to the ease of a usufructuary mort¬ 
gage. The question remains, have the 
plaintiffs satisfactorily proved the exis¬ 
tence of a custom applying to the case 
of a simple mortgage? The evidence in 
support consists of an extract from the 
7rajiKul.arz of 1875. This entry records 
rights of pre-emption in the case of sale, 
mortgage and conditional sale. With re¬ 
gard to mortgage the expression used is 
‘ rehan ”, At the present time no doubt 
this expression is capable of including any 
transaction which is a '* mortgage" with¬ 
in the moaning of tho Transfer of Property 
Act: hut it is an expression wliioh would 
have been harldy appropriate to a simple 
mortgage in the year 1875. It is an ex¬ 
pression which most people would under¬ 
stand when used by villagers as meaning 
a usufructuary mortgage. That this is 
not an unreasonable view of the case is 
clearly shown by what haj^pened in the 
Court below. All the arguments and the 
evidence centred round the question 
whether tlie transaction was a simple 
mortgage or a usufructuary mortgage. 
This was the oniy^ point argued in the 
Court below, and it seems as if it were 
there conceded that unless the Court held 
the transaction to bo a usufructuary 
mortgage, tho plaintiffs had no case. In 
our opinion tho itlaintilYs failed to prove, 
by the evidence they adduced, the exis¬ 
tence of a custom entitling pre-emption 
in tlio case of a simple mortgage. 

Tho appeal fails and is dismissed with 
costs. 


Api^eal dismissed. 
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A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 143 (1). 

Richards, C. J- and Tudball, J. 

Din Dayal —Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Ramdhan (Plaintiff) and another (De- 
'fendants)-Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 225 of 1913, decided 
on 9th February, 1915, from an order of 
the J., Azamgarh,'dated Slst July, 1913. 

(a) Pre-emption—Burden of proof of existence 

of custom and also existence of right against 
co-sharer is on Wajib-ul-arz of doubtful 

meaning is not sufficient. 

In a suit for pre-empbion against another co¬ 
sharer it lies upon the plaintiff to prove not only 
that a custom of pre-emption exists, but that 
there is a custom under which he has a right to 
pre-empt as against another co-sharer, 

[P. 143, C. 1.3 

Therefore, in such a case the mere production 
of an entry in a wajib-ul-are the meaning of 
which is more than doubtful, is not sufficient 
iio discharge the onus which lies on the 
plaintiff, [P. 143, 0. 2.] 

(b) Pre’empiion — Wajib-ul-arz — Construction 
““Words “ karibi and baidi *' are ambiguous. 

The expressions karibi and baidi are ambigu¬ 
ous expressions and they may refer to nearness 
or distance in space or nearness or distance in 
relationship. [P. 143, C. 2.] 

Iqbal Ahmad —for Appellant. 

Hamilton —for Respondents. 

Judgment: —This appeal arises out of a 
suit for pre-emption. The plaintiff and the 
vendee are both co-sharers and the former 
stated in his evidence that he was also a 
relation. An entry in the zoajib-ul-arz 
records a right of pre-emption first in the 
hissadar karibi and then hissadar baidi. 
It appears that at. one time there were a 
number of sub-divisions of the mahal 
which have now ceased to exist. The 
Court of first instance dismissed the plain¬ 
tiff’s suit, holding that a custom giving 
the plaintiff a preferential right over the 
defendant was not proved. The lower 
Appellate Court reversed the decree of the 
Court of first instance and remanded the 
case. The vendee comes herein appeal. 

We think that the decree of the Court 
of first instance was correct and ought to 
be restored. It lay upon the plaintiff bo 
prove not only that a custom of pre-emp¬ 
tion existed, but that there was a custom 
under which he had a right to pre-empt 
as against another oo-sharer. The only 
evidence he adduced was the extract from 
the wajib-ul-arz. This extract contains the 
expressions “ karibi ” and “ baidi They 


are ambiguous expressions which may re¬ 
fer to nearness or distance in space, or 
nearness or distance in relationship. The 
opening paragraph of the plaintiff’s own 
plaint would seem to show that he then 
attributed the meaning of “ space ” to the 
expressions and not that of “relationship”. 
The written statement of the defendant 
shows that he also attributed this meaning 
to the expressions. In our opinion it can¬ 
not be said that the plaintiff by produc¬ 
tion of an entry, the meaning of which 
was more than doubtful, discharged the 
onus which lay upon him. 

We allow the appeal, set aside the order 
of the Court below and restore the decree 
of the Court of first instance with costs in 
all Courts. 

Appeal allowed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 143 (2). 

Banerji, j. 

4 

Talaimand Singh and others —Plain¬ 
tiffs-Appellants 

v. 

Gobind Singh and others —Defendants- 
Respondents* 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 17 of 1915, 
decided on 19th April, 1915, from an order 
of the Small Cause Court J., Azamgarh, 
dated 3rd November, 1914* 

Provincial Small Cause Courts Act (IX of 
1887), Sch. II, Arts, 41 and 42 except suit for 
contribution of mortgage debt by co-mortgagor. 

A suit by ono oo-mortgagor againet the other 
CO mortgagors for contribution in respect of 
money d by him to discharge a decree obtain¬ 
ed on their joint mortgage is not cognizable by 
a Small Cau.su Court. [P. 144, C. l.J 

Hamid UUali —for Appellants. 

Iqbal Ahmad —for Respondents. 

Judgment;—This is an application for 
revision, and the only ground pressed is 
that the suit was not cognizable by the 
Court of Small Causes in which it was 
instituted, so that that Court had no 
jurisdiction to entertain the suit. In my 
opinion the plea raised is a valid one. 
There was a decree obtained against the 
parties to this suit upon a mortgage of 
1891, which directed the mortgaged pro¬ 
perty to be sold. The plaintiffs’ case was 
that this property belonged to both the 
parties and that as it was advertised for 
sale, they (the plaintiffs) had to discharge 
the amount of the decree in order to save 
the property from auction-sale ; that they 
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paid on account of defendants* share of 
the property a sum of Es. 353-2-11 and 
that they were entitled'to recover this sum 
from the defendants. The suit was to re¬ 
cover this sum of Rs. 353-2-11, and a 
further amount. The case is clearly one 
covered by Art. 41 of Schedule II to the 
Provincial Small Cause Courts Act. It 
was a suit for contribution by a co-sharer 
in joint property in respect of a payment 
made by him of money due from a co¬ 
sharer. If the plaintiffs' allegation is true, 
they as co-sharers had to pay money 
. payable by the defendants who were their 
co-sharers in the property, and they 
claimed contribution in respect of the pay¬ 


ment made by them. In any case it is a 
suit covered by Art. 42, being in substance 
a suit by one of several joint mortgagors 
for contribution in respect of money paid 
by him for the redemption of the mort¬ 
gaged property. The effect of the payment 
alleged to have been made by the plaintiffs 
was to redeem the pi'operty from the mort¬ 
gage under which it was ordered to be 
sold. Therefore, the suit was one which 
was not cognij^able by the Court of Small 
Causes and that Court had no jurisdiction 
to try it. It is true that it was the appli¬ 
cants themselves who instituted the suit 
in the Court of Small Causes, but that did 
not give the Court jurisdiction to try it. 
I accordingly direct that the case he sent 
back to the Court below with directions to 
return the plaint to the plaintiffs for 
presentation in the proper Court. As it 


was the jdaintiffs themselves who hrouglit 
tlie suit in tlio Court below, tlioy must 
bear all tlio costs of the respondents 
including costs in this Court. 


Case sent back. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 144. 

Knox, J. 

Abdul Khaliq —Petitioner 

V. 

Km2'>eror —O ppos ito Pa rt y, 

Criminal Rovn. Ap]>ln. No. 17 of 1915, 
decided on lOtli FoI>ru:u'y, 1915, from the 
order of the S. J., IMainpuri. 

(a) Criminal l\ C. {V of 1S9S), S. J10~In 
case under S. 110 whore evidence is availnldo 
police officer's evidence and police diaries should 
not be relied upon. 

Evidence ol a Police oHioor in a case under 
S. 110 ol the Criminal Procoduro Code, when it 
is based upon ht arsay rumour and above all on 
diaries, is of inlinitosimal value, more parti¬ 
cularly where other ovidouco is available. 


(b) Criminal P. C., {V of 1898), 8.162^Polic6 
diaries may he used for the accused but dangerous 
to use against accused. 

Police diaries may be of use when a Judge 
has to decide about the guilt of an aooused 
poison and they contain matter which seems to- 
point in the opposite direction, but they are 
dangerous evidence against a person. 

Wallach —for Petitioner. 

Satyachandra Mukerji^ior Opposite 
Party. 

Judgment In the month of May, 
1914, a case u^der S. 110 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure was pending before 
a Magistrate of the first Class of 
Mainpuri. 

The person against whom iDroceedings 
were instituted was Khalaq Singh, a 
ihakur, and he was called upon to show 
cause why security should nob be taken 
from him on the ground that he was a 
habitual dacoit and an associate of dacoits 
and the people of the neighbourhood were 
in terror of him. 

The case was partly hoard by Babu Raj 
Bahadur and partly by Tliakur Hukum 
Singh. Thakur Hukum Singh came to the 
conclusion that none of the charges alleged 
by the prosecution had been made out or 
established against the accused. He found 
liim to be a man of position, good life and 
family and he was not a person to be 
hound over under S, 110, and ho accord¬ 
ingly discharged tlie order made against 
him calling upon liim to show cause. 

These proceedings came to an end on the 
19th of May, 1914. 

Somewhere in July, 1914, Khalaq Singh 
applied for sanction to prosecute Abdul 
Khaliq, Circle Inspector, for having com¬ 
mitted an offence under S. 193 of the 
Indian Penal Code, 

Babu Raj Bahahur Singh refused to 
entertain tliis application. The grounds 
on which ho refused to entertain it wore 
two-fold. The loarnod Magistrate thought 
that Abdul Khaliq had probably made in¬ 
quiries in some daooity case and that 
what ho deposed might have boon learnt 
and come to his knowledge during those 
in(]uirios. The second ground was that 
there was nothing on the record to show 
that Abdul Khaliq had made two contra¬ 
dictory statements in the course of a 
judicial proceeding. Khalaq Singh then 
wont to the Ihstrict and Sessions Judge 
of Mainpuri. asking that the order of Balm 
Raj Bahadur might ho sot aside and sanc¬ 
tion might bo given to prosooute Abdul 
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Khaliq under S. 193. There is nothing in 
the petition laid before the District and 
Sessions Judge in which the statements 
supposed to be perjuries are to be found 
but I am told that they are to be found, in 
the petition made to Babu Raj Bahadur 
and that they are as follows:— (1) I know 
Khalaq Singh accused. Ha is in the habit 
of committing dacoity. (2) There is a 
general complaint against him of commit¬ 
ting dacoity and people fear him. (3) 
Khalaq Singh was suspected in the Nabi- 
gunj dacoity case, also in the Yamudandi 
case, also in the Namkarari case. (4) The 
complainant (apparently in the Nabigunj 
case) put his suspicion on Khalaq Singh 
in the beginning, middle and end of the 
inquiry. (5) Names of the persons whom 
Murli took in the dacoity were the 
enemies of Murli. (6) Kandora was not a 
servant of his when Nabi Singh was 
arrested.” 

How far these statements are the 
ipsissimma verba used by Abdul Khaliq 
I do not know. I have not compared them 
with the original record, and I have not 
been asked bo compare them by the learn¬ 
ed Advocate who appears for Abdul Khaliq 
nor by the learned Vakil who appears on 
the other side. 

It was for the petitioner, Kuar Khalaq 
Singh, to satisfy the Courts before whom 
he pressed his application that there was 
e, primafacie oi perjury with regard 

to each one of those statements put into 
the mouth of Abdul Khaliq. So far as I 
can judge, the Magistrate dealt with the 
case in a very proper manner. It is to be 
regretted that he did not deal with the 
ease, when it was before him under S. 110 
in an equally succinct and common sense 
way. He was satisfied, and it must be 
remembered that most of the evidence 
had been recorded by him, that it was 
quite possible with reference to each one 
of those statements that Abdul Khaliq 
was deposing to what he came to know 
during the inquiry and that there was 
nothing in the statements which could not 
be explained away and honestly explained 
in this way. I admit that the fourth 
statement, if it has been correctly stated 
before me, is not so easily explained ; bub 
the misfortune is that, so I am told, there 
was no cross-examination of Abdul Khaliq 
to show on what foundation he based the 
several statements made by him. 

To my mind it is always strange that 
Magistrates in the present day attach so 
much weight and examine at such in- 
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ordinate length the Police officers who 
appear before them in proceedings under 
S. 110. Those officers, generally speaking, 
know nothing more than this that there 
is current in their Circle a rumour to the 
effect that a certain person is an associate 
of bad characters or otherwise a person 
who needs watching under that section. 

There may be cases in which such 
officers do see something with their own 
eyes and in that case their evidence is of 
course valuable ; bub when it is evidence 
based upon hearsay rumour and above all 
on diaries, it is of infinitesimal value, 
more particularly where there is evidence 
available, as I understand there was in this 
case, of, certain number of witnesses who 
were not Police officers who came forward 
on either side. 

It is the custom now, so far as I have 
seen in cases coming before me, to have 
30 or 40 witnesses on one side and to have 
as many as 40 or 50 witnesses on the other 
side, as though proceedings under S. 110 
were best judged by the number of 
witnesses. 

In the judgment recorded by Mr. Hukum 
Singh there is this clear defect that he 
deals with the case mainly upon the Police 
diaries and upon little else. His judgment 
is an apology for the diaries showing that 
they are entitled to be ranked as the best 
evidence in the case. Police diaries are 
sometimes of use when one has to decide 
about the guilt of an accused person and 
they contain matter which seems to point 
in the opposite direction, but so far as my 
experience goes they are dangerous evi¬ 
dence against a person. I am not dealing 
with a case in which the diaries are the 
diaries of the investigating officer and the 
question is how far he is responsible for 
what is contained in them ; that is quite 
another story. Abdul Khaliq had nothing 
to do with these diaries except to review 
them after they had been written by others. 
Nothing in the diaries is pub before me as 
his own personal knowledge* I do not for 
a moment suggest that the decision arrived 
at in the long run by Hukum Singh as 
regards the reputation of Khalaq Singh is 
in any way wrong, that is nob a matter 
before me to-day ; but there is nothing in 
his vary lengthy judgment which gives 
gxonnA iox 2 , prima facie conclusion that 
Abdul Khaliq has committed perjury in the 
evidence which ho gave before Babu Raj 
Bahadur. Nothing whatever of this kind 
has been pointed out to me and it was 
very properly stated before me that if tho 
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Police diaries be taken out of the judg¬ 
ment, there remains no foundation on 
•which a sanction for prosecution can 
safely be based. 

The learned Judge never seems to have 
had before his mind the first ground on 
which sanction was refused, he dealt only 
with the second ground and his judgment 
is that the Sub-Divisional Officer, instead 
of going into the merits, threw the applica¬ 
tion out on the ground that there were 
not two mutually contradictory state¬ 
ments. As I read the judgment of the first 
Court the strong point in the judgment is 
that statements made by Abdul Khaliq 
might well have been made from inferences 
which came before him aliunde. 

The case is certainly not one in which 
sanction should have been given under 
S. 193. The Magistrate who heard the evi¬ 
dence evidently did not consider that he 
could take upon himself the responsibility 
of acting under S, 476. On every ground, 
therefore, I hold that this application for 
revision of the order of the Sessions Judge 
of Mainpuri is a good and proper applica¬ 
tion. 

I set aside the order and revoke the 
sanction which has been given. 

Sanction rcvokcA. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Ram Raja Dal —Appellant 

V. 

Sheo Daijal —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 275 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 30bh April, 1915, from the order of 
the S. J., Banda, dated 27th Fobriiary, 
1915. 

Criminal P. G. {V of 2S9S), S. 10’> («)- 
Supe.rior Court to reconsider facts, lower Court's 
opinion, and propriety of sanction, 

A Court of supurior jurisHotion whoso juris- 
diction is invoked under S 1Q5 (6) of the Code 
of Criminal Proooduro should ro-oousidoc the 
entire matter on the merits and while allowing 
all reasonable weight to the opinion of the 
Court bolow, it should novertholnss ro-oonsidor 
the question of the propriety of the order of 
sanction on its merits up>n a complete review 
of the entire facts. 

P. L. Banerji —for Appellant. 

R. K. Sorahji —for Respondent. 

Judgment This is an application 
under the sixth clause of S. 195 of the Code 


of Criminal Procedure, asking this Court 
to revoke an order passed by the Sessions 
Judge of Banda sanctioning the proseoa^ 
tion of one R^m Raja Dat for having com¬ 
mitted the offence of giving false evidence 
in a deposition made by him on the 12th 
of August, 1914, in the Court of a Magis¬ 
trate subordinate to that Court. The case 
came before the Sessions Judge in appeal 
and hence he has dealt with the applica¬ 
tion for sanction. He was fully empowered 
to do so; but it is worth noticing that the 
evidence given by Ram Raja Dab was 
believed and acted upon by the Magistrate 
who heard it. I wish also to note that I 
look upon an application under S. 195, 
Cl. (6), as standing on a very different 
footing from an application in revision. 
The right conferred by the clause above- 
mentioned may not be exactly a right of 
appeal, but it is strongly analogous to such 
right. I think the Legislature intended! 
that a Court of superior jurisdiction whosel 
jurisdiction was invoked under S. 196,1 
Cl. (6). of the Code of Criminal Procadure, 
should re-oonsider the entire matter on 
the merits and while allowing all reasona¬ 
ble weight to the opinion of the Court! 
below, should nevertheless re-consider the 
question of the propriety of the order of 
sanction on its merits upon a complete 
review of the entire facts. The proceed¬ 
ings out of which the matter now before 
me has arisen have been of considerable 
duration and occupied the attention of 
several Courts. It ajipears that a dispute 
arose on the death of one Mt. Beni Bai, 
who was a tenant holding lands as an ex¬ 
proprietor, as an occupancy tenant and 
also as a tenant-at-will. The dispute which 
arose on her death was as to whether she 
had or had not left any heir entitled to 
succeed to her interests as ex-proprietary 
tenant, occupancy tenant and non- 
occupancy tenant under the provisions of 
the Agra Tenancy Act (Local Act II of 
1901). Tlio applicant Ram Raja Dab was 
a collateral of Beni Bai and was a possible 
successor to her tenancy, provided that he 
had shared in tlie cultivation of the 
tenancy at the time of the lady's death. 
In the village papers ho stood recorded as 
a sub-tenant of the holding. A dispute 
between Ram Raja Dat and the somindar 
Chaiidhri Baldoo Prasad, was fought out 
in the Court of an Assistant Collector of 
the first Class upon an application for 
mutation of names under the Land Revenue 
Aot. The enquiry resulted in a clear find¬ 
ing in favour of Ram Raja Dat, whose 
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■name was ordered to be recorded in place 
•oi Mt, Beni Bai deceased in all khalas, and 
with same rights as the deceased lady. 
That order was never appealed against, 
nor does it appear that any attempt has 
been made up to the present to get the 
question re-litigated by means of any pro¬ 
ceedings under the Agra Tenancy Act* 
What happened was that the Assistant 
Collector formed a very unfavourable 
■opinion with regard to certain evidence 
given by Sheo Dayal, patioari of the 
village, in the course of the inquiry before 
him. He directed the prosecution of Sheo 
Dayal upon charges of forgery and of 
giving false evidence. It was before the 
Magistrate enquiring into these charges 
that Ram Raja Dat made a statement in 
respect of which it is now sought to pro¬ 
secute him. Sheo Dayal was convicted in 
the Magistrate’s Court in respect of a 
charge under S. 193, Indian Penal Code, 
but was acquitted by the Sessions Judge 
on appeal. He is now the applicant in 
favour of whom the sanction in question 
before me has been granted. The statement 
in respect of which Ram Raja Dat has been 
-ordered to be prosecuted is in the follow¬ 
ing words: “I did not pay any rent to Mt. 
Beni Bai. I was not her sub-tenant. The 
word ‘sub-tenant’ against my name in the 
•coupon of the money order as to 1319 Fasli 
was written by dhoka.'* It may be explain¬ 
ed at once that, for three consecutive years, 
rent due from Mt. Beni Bai on account of 
her holding or holdings was remitted by 
Ram Raja Dat direct to the zamindar by 
means of money orders. In filling up the 
prescribed form for one of these money 
orders, namely, that one by which rent for 
1319 Fadi was remitted, Rama Raja Dat 
described the rent as due from Mt. Beni 
Bai, tenant, paid through Ram Raja Dat, 
sub-tenant. Apart from this document it 
would seem that the only evidence availa¬ 
ble to support the charge in respect of 
which the prosecution of Ram Raja Dat 
has been sanctioned is to be found in the 
OTal evidence which may be expected to be 
given by Sheo Dayal Patioari and by the 
two witnesses who were produced by the 
said Sheo Dayal as his defence witnesses 
when he himself was on his trial : that is 
to say, the two witnesses in question were 
not heard of during the enquiry before the 
Assistant Collector and appeared in evi¬ 
dence for the first time in Sheo Dayal’s 
'defence, after Ram Raja Dat as well as 
other witnesses had been examined for the 
prosecution in the case in which Sheo 


Dayal was accused. Prom the records 
before me it appears that what Sheo Dayal 
and his two witnesses are prepared to assert 
is something as follows: that a certain sum 
of Rs. 23-4-5, which happened to be rent 
due from Mt. Beni Bai to her zamindar^ 
was paid by Ram Raja Dat to that lady in 
the presence of the patioari, was entered 
by the latter in his papers as a payment 
from a sub-tenant to the tenant-in-chief 
and that the thumb-impression of Beni 
Bai was thereupon taken on the patwari's 
in order to attest this payment. 
The money itself, however, was there and 
then handed back by Mt. Beni Bai to Ram 
Raja Dat, with a request that he should 
forward it by money order to VaB zamindar 
in payment of the rent due to the latter 
from Mt. Beni Bai herself. So far as the 
papers before mo show, no explanation 
has yet been suggested as to why the pay¬ 
ment Ram Raja Dat is supposed to have 
made as a sub-tenant should have amount¬ 
ed to precisely the rent due for the year 
from the tenant-in-chief to the zemindar. 
It is clear also that, once Sheo Dayal and' 
his fellow-witnesses coming to Court with 
this story, they will be faced by the fact 
that the thumb-impression taken on the 
patimrVs siyaha has already been judi¬ 
cially examined and found not to be what 
they said it was, namely, the impression 
of the left thumb of Mt. Beni Bai. This 
statement of the facts is sufficient to show 
that the evidence available on behalf of 
the prosecution as against Ram Raja Dat 
is not particularly strong or free from 
suspicion. It is necessary also to consider 
what are precisely the statements in res¬ 
pect of which it is desired to prosecute 
Ram Raja Dat. He said, first of all, “ I 
did not pay any rent to Beni Bai" beyond 
the fact that he three times sent rent due 
from that lady to the zemindar direct to 
the latter, the only evidence forthcoming 
to show that this statement was false is 
that of the witnesses who deposed to the 
incident already described. Now Ram 
Raja Dat made this statement as a prose¬ 
cution witness against Sheo Dayal. Assum¬ 
ing as it seems proper to assume, that 
the two witnesses subsequently produced 
in Sheo Dayal s defence were not invented 
after the charge had been framed, then the 
facts to which they were prepared to de¬ 
pose must have been known to Sheo Dayal 
and his legal adviser while Ram Raja Dat 
was rn the witness-box and subject to 
cross-examination. Prom the point of 
view of the defence the statement, “ I did 
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nofc pay any rent to Beni Bai,” was 
quibble or evasion, intended to keep the 
actual facts as to payment of rent for 1319 
Fasli. if possible, from the knowledge of 
the Court. If it was intended to make 
that statement hereafter the basis of a 
prosecution for perjury, it was highly in¬ 
cumbent on the defence to cross-examine 
the witness in such a manner as would 
close all avenues of escape behind him, if 
he was wilfully lying, or would bring the 
facts clearly to his recollection if he was 
speaking hastily and in forgetfulness of 
the precise facts. The importance of 
paving the way fora subsequent prosecu¬ 
tion by a careful and intelligent use of the 
right of cross-examination seems to be 
very imperfectly understood in many Sub- 
ordinate Courts in this country. Ram 
Raja Bat’s next statement requiring to be 
considered is, ‘‘I was not her sub-tenant.” 
This is not altogether a pure statement of 
fact. From one point of view it is a mixed 
proposition of fact and of law. One thing 
known for certain at the present stage of 
this litigation is that the only Court com¬ 
petent by law to pronounce on the correct¬ 
ness of this proposition, which has hither¬ 
to dealt with the matter, has given a deci¬ 
sion in Ram Raja Bat’s favour. The third 
statement to be considered is that on the 
money order coupon already referred to 
Ram Raja Bat wrote himself down as a 
sub-tenant ” dhoka se," that is to say, by 
mistake, or through some misunderstand¬ 
ing. From any possible point of view 
this assertion seems to mo to be not a false 
statement, but a plain truism. 1 do not 
think this is a suitable case for a prosecu¬ 
tion and I revoke the order of sanction 
passed by the Court below. 

Order revoked. 
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Richards, C. J., and Banerji, J. 

Parsotain Jiao Tantia and another — 
Befend ants-Appellants 

V. 

Padha. Bai an<l arwther —PlaintilTs- 
Rospondents. 

First Appeal No. %;) of 1913. decided 
on Util March, lUlo, from tlio decision of 
the S\d)-.I., C;i\vni 'ore. 

Liv, i(a!u>n Acf {JX of At is. ./;’(< omi — 

TiiU'v b'n'tfn r.s .\2>t’cDiC sJniiiS, oit' jnanao- 

ingibcvi- Mnno>;..i iuitttst on mi'isi' 

Suiifii .s/iiu’ R for 

{}CVl i',' I ji .!•?•/, 


N made a Will In which he divided up his 
property between his three sons, B, Fand P but 
urged them to continue to live together in an 
amicable and friendly way. The property was 
managed by one member of the family P. He 
received the rente and profits of the immovable 
property and invested them in the ordinary 
oourse of business. He had invested a consi¬ 
derable sum of money in Railway Debentures 
and more than three years after he received the 
money from Government in redemption of the 
Debentures, the widow of a son of one of the 
brothers claimed to be put into possession of a 
third of specific portions of the property : 

Held, that the suit was in reality a suit for 
partition of the movable and Immovable pro¬ 
perty and was governed by Art. 120 of Soh. I of- 
the Limitation Act. 

S. C. Banerji —for Appellants. 

Moti Lai Nehru —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit which related to propertj’^ which at 
one time belonged to a man named Nana 
Narayan Rao. We do not for the moment 
specify the exact nature of the suit, inas¬ 
much as our decision upon a law’ point 
raised by the appellants depends to some- 
extent upon the view we take of the nature- 
of the suit. Nana Narayan Rao made a 
Will in ^Yhioh he divided up his property 
between his three sons, Ram Chander 
Rao, Vasudeva Rao and the defendant, 
Parsotam Rao Tantia. Whilst dividing 
up the property he urged his family to 
continue to live together in an amicable 
and friendly way. There has been a good 
deal of litigation between the members of 
this family. In the first place a suit was 
brought by Ram Chander Rao, w’hioh was^ 
oontinued after his death in the name of 
his widow, Janki Bai. Partition of the 
family property, cr so much of it as had 
not already been divided by the Will, was 
claimed. Madho Rao and Parsotam Rao 
wore defendants to that suit. It w’as 
])leadod by way of defence that the family 
constituted a joint Hindu family and that 
A//. Janki as the widow of Ram Chander 
had no right to anytlung save mainte¬ 
nance. It was decided t'^at the family was 
separate. Again Parsotam Rao brought 
a suit against Radha Bai (the present 
plaintitT), w’idow of Madho Rao, after the 
death of the latter for a declamtion that 
the family ^Yas joint and that the widow*, 
Radha I'ai, bad no interest. It \Yas again 
decided that the family was separate. In 
tlio present suit the defendar.t. Pai’sotam 
Rao, I'loads once more tliat the family is 
joint. In our opiiuon or. tlie ovidei^oe and 
also as the result of the proYious litigation 
wo entirely agree w’itli the decision of 
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■fche Court below that Ram Chander Rao, 
Vasudeva Rao and Parsotam Rao, the 
three sons of Nana Narayan Rao, did not 
constitute a joint Hindu family according 
to Hindu Law, in that they had specific 
'Shares in the property. Neverthless while 
the family was in law separate, in many 
respects it differed very little from a joint 
Hindu family. So long as the three 
brothers lived they appear to have been on 
friendly terms and it was only shortly be¬ 
fore the death of Ram Ohander that he 
brought a suit for partition. The Court 
below has found, and we entirely agree 
with its finding, that the greater part, if 
not the whole of the property, was 
^managed by one member of the family, 
who occupied the position of a manager. 
The family nevertheless was separate, be- 
‘Cause notwithstanding the mode of enjoy¬ 
ment and management they were entitled 
to the property in specific shares. When 
the present suit was instituted there had 
already been a considerable amount of liti- 
.-gation and the Courts had held that the 
•family was not joint, and in bringing her 
present suit the plaintilf has claimed to be 
put into possession of a third of specific 
portions of the property. Amongst the 
items of property claimed was the sum of 
Rs. 69,790-8-8. This claim was in respect 
of certain debentures in the Cawnpore- 
Achnera State Railway. It appears that 
the defendant, Parsotam Rao, had invested 
the joint funds in debentures in this Rail¬ 
way. In course of time Government paid 
■ofi the debentures at a subtantial premium 
and the money was received by the defen¬ 
dant. The Court below decided in the 
first place that the family was separate. 
It has given the plaintiff a decree for 
partition of a portion of the immovable 
property and also for the sum of 
Rs. 69,790-8-8 mentioned above. It has 
made also a decree in respect of other 
items to which it is unnecessary specifi¬ 
cally to refer at present. Agreeing as we do 
with the Court below the plaintiff was 
■clearly entitled to partition, and in this 
respect we have no hesitation in saying 
-that the decree of the Court below ought 
to be affirmed. 

The appellants have contended very 
strongly that the Court below ought not 
to have made a decree in the plaintiff’s 
favour for the sum of Rs. 69,790-8-8, on 
the ground that her claim in that respect 
was barred by limitation. The money was 
paid over to the defendant on or before 
June, 1908, and the present suit was not 


instituted until the 2nd of April, 1909, 
that is to say, more than three years after 
the money was received by the defendant. 
The appellants accordingly contend that 
the plaintiff’s claim in respect of the item 
was a claim for “money had and received 
for the use of the plaintiff” within the 
meaning of Art, 62 of Schedule I of the 
Limitation Act. The way in which 
the plaintiff claimed this sum lends soma 
colour to this contention, and had the pre¬ 
sent suit been a suit simply to recover 
this sum of money upon the allegation 
that the plaintiff was entitled to one-third 
of the debentures and that all the redemp¬ 
tion money had been paid to Parsotam 
as the person in whose name the deben¬ 
tures stood, we might have been inclined to 
agree with the contention of the defendant 
that the claim came within the purview 
of Art. 62 and that the suit ought to have 
been brought within three years. Reading, 
however, the plaint as a whole, and having 
regard to the nature of the evidence and 
the defence, we think that the suit was in 
reality a suit for partition of the movable 
and immovable property which had been 
held by the three bi'others and in which 
the plaintiff’s husband had a third share. 
We have already pointed out that the 
property was managed by one member of 
the family. He appears to have received 
the rents and profits of the immovable 
property and to have invested and dealt 
with their money-making investments 
in the ordinary course of business. When 
he received the money from Government 
in redemption of the debentures, he still 
received it in his capacity of manager. 
When we speak of manager, we do not 
mean the managing member of a joint 
Hindu family but the individual to whom 
this particular family entrusted the 
management of their affairs. In this 
view we think that the suit was a suit 
governed by Art. 120, which provides 
a period of six years limitation for all 
suits not specifically provided for by the 
other Articles in the Schedule. 

There was one other item to which Dr. 
Banerji specifically called our attention, 
namely the dera (or collection house) in 
this village, Lalpur. Dr. Banerji contends 
on behalf of his clients that while the 
village of Lalpur was specifically bequeath¬ 
ed to the plaintiff’s husband, nevertheless 
as collections generally of several of the 
villages were made at this house, it must 
bo regarded as joint property and should 
have been partitioned. The learned 
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Subordinate Judge considers that the 
provisions of the Will ought to be given 
effect to, which specifically gave the 
village of Lalpur to the plaintiff, and 
that this house ought to be regarded as 
an appurtenant of that village. We see 
no reason to differ from the view taken 
by the learned Subordinate Judge. On 
full consideration of the entire case, 
we think the decree of the Court 
below ought to be affirmed in its 
entirety. We accordingly dismiss the 
appeal with costs* 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Eichaels, C.J. and Tudball. J. 

Khayali Bam and another —Defendants- 
Appellants 

V. 

Kali Charav and others —Plaintiffs-Ees- 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1284 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 28th May, 1915, from the decree of 
the Dist. J., Mainpuri. 

Pre'empiion —Wajib-ul*aiz — Riqht given to 
* co’sharers in village ' when village not 
ed—After partition co'sharer of another mahal 
not held entitled to pre empt. 

A wajih-uharz gftve right of pre-emption first 
to own brothers and nephews, and then to 
cousins who were co-sharors. then to oo'sharora 
in the paEi and then to eo-sharers in the vil- 
lago. At the time the wajib-ul-arz was prepared 
the village was not partitioned into sovornl 
viahals, but subsequently it was so partitioned. 
A co-sharer in one mahal sued to pre-empt pro¬ 
perty in another mahal where ho was not a 
co-sharer : 

Held, th<at ho had no right to pre empt. 

GirdhariJal A<jarwal(i--{ov Appellants. 

Satish Chandra Bancrji —for Bespon- 
dents. 

Judgment This appeal arises out of 
a suit for pre-emption. The plaintiff is not 
a co-sharer in the v^ahal although ho ig a 
proprietor in the village. Tiie vendees also 
are not cc-sharers in the same mahal. 
They are stated to be grove-holders in 
another The plaintiff adduced in 

evidence an entry in the wajib-nlar:: of 
187ff. This records that there is a right of 
pre-emption first with own brothers and 
'nephews, then with cousins who are oo- 

fiharers. then with co-sharers in the 
and then with co-sharers in the village. 


At that time the village consisted of one 
mahal, which was sub-divided into two 
pattis. We may point out here that the 
Court below has made a very important 
mistake. It states that the village was 
then divided into two mahals. The other 
evidence in support of the existence of the 
custom consisted of the wajib-ul-arz which 
was framed at the last Settlement. By 
this time the village had been divided into 
a number of different mahals and at the 
time of the Settlement a new wajib-ul-arz 
was drawn up for each of the new mahals 
in similar terms. In each of these wajib^ 
iil-arzis it is recorded thatJ the old custom 
should remain in force. The question is 
whether the plaintiff has proved by these 
two entries the existence of a custom which- 
gave him a right to pre-empt this property 
against the defendants, he not being a oo- 
sharer in the same mahal. We agree that 
whatever the custom was prior to th©^ 
partition it still continued. We have to 
cee what that custom was. The only evi¬ 
dence being the entry in the wajib-ul-arz, 
we must look to this document in order to 
find out what the custom (if any) w'as. It 
is not contended in the present case thj^ 
either parties are related to the vendor. 
Therefore tliat part of the wajib-uUarz 
whicli refers to relationship may be left 
out of consideration. It is quite clear that 
the remaining j>art refers entirely to a 
custom existing between co-sharers, be¬ 
cause at that time all the proprietors in 
the village were co-sharers with each other. 
In the events which have happened the 
plaintitf is no longer a co-sharer with the 
vendor. Ho has ceased to have any com¬ 
munity of interest with him. In this view 
it seems perfectly clear tliat there was no 
evidence of the existence of a custom 
ween persons who are not co-sharers. After 
partition has taken place the owner in one 
mahal, is no longer able to bring himself 
within the oustom where the property 
sold is situate in the other mahal. We 
allow the appeal, sot aside the dooi'ees of 
both the Courts below and dismiss the 
plaintiff’s suit with costs in all Courts. 

Appeal decreed. 
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Tudball and Rafique, JJ, 
Gajadhar —Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Kishori Lal —Plaintiff-Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 928 of 1914, decided 
on Sth March. 1915, frooa a decree of the 
2nd Addl. J., Aligarh. 

(ft) Edsetncnts Act (V of 1882), Ss, 33 and 35 ■ 
Ordinarily plaintiff entitled to injunction rather 
than damages—Plaintiff may content himself with 
damages but « not entitled to injunction unless 
damages under Chap. 9 are claimable. 

In oftBO of disturbance of an easement, ordi¬ 
narily the plaintiS is entitled to an injuDotion 
rather than to damages. It is open to the 
plaintiff to be content with damages but under 
S. 35 of the Easements Act he is not entitled to 
an injunction except in such casee where ha 
would be entitled to recover damages under 
Chapter IX of the Act. 

(b) Easements Act (V of 1882), S 33 — S. 33 
requires substantial damage by disturbance. 

Section 83 of the Act allows compensation to 
be recovered for the disturbance of an easement 
provided that the disturbance has actually caus¬ 
ed substantial damage to the plaintiff. 

(o) Maxims—Law does not notice trivial dis¬ 
turbance. 

De Minimus non curat lex The law does not 
concern itself with a disturbance which is 
trivial or immaterial. 

(d) Easements Act {Vof 1882 ), S. 3o^Defen- 
dant completing'disturbance pending suit takes the 
risk. 

Where the plaintiff comes into Court at once 
when the disturbance of his easement is threat¬ 
ened and the defendant completes his construc¬ 
tion pending the suit, he does so at his own 
peril. 

Sundar Lal —for Appellant. 

Satish Chandra Banerji, Motilal Nehru, 
Gulzari Lal, Sarat Chandra Cha^idhri, 
Girdhari Lal and Pears Lal Banerji — 
for Respondent. 

Judgment. :—The facta of this case 
are as follows :—The parties are next door 
neighbours, residing in two adjoining 
houses owned by them at Aligarh They 
are of the same caste (Vaish Agarwal), the 
plaintiff being a member of the local Bar. 
Considering the trivial nature of the suit 
and the circumstances of the case it is 
evident that they are both obstinate, un¬ 
reasonable men, for the matter in dispute 
is one that with the exercise of a little 
common sense and reason could and ought 
to be settled in a very few minutes. Their 
houses as pointed out adjoin. The ground 


level of the plaintiff’s house is considera¬ 
bly higher than that of the defendant’s. 
The former’s house is to the west of that 
of the latter. ^ Originally neither house 
had an upper storey. 

The eastern portion of the plaintiff’s 
house with which we are concerned con¬ 
sists of two parallel rooms with a double 
verandah on the western side. The 
eastern of the two rooms opens into the 
other room which in turn opens into the 
verandah. 

The only apertures in the former o 
these two rooms, whereby light and air 
can be admitted to it, are (l) the doorway 
or doorways leading into the second room 
and two very narrow small slits (called 
roshandans and said to be 8 inches high 
by 4 inches wide) in the eastern wall, 
situated just below the roof and overlook¬ 
ing the roof of the defendant’s house. 

The room as a consequence is very dark, 
90 dark that it is impossible to read. It 
has been used so far as a stoi*e-room for 
grain etc. The other room is used for the 
storing of the apparel, etc., of the ladies of 
the household. Sometimes in the hot 
weather the ladies use this second room 
for the purpose presumably of escaping 
from the glare and heat of the oriental 
sun. Furthermore the rain water, which 
falls on the plaintiff’s roof, had a mode 
of escape through two parnalas on the 
eastern side, i.e., through two holes in the 
parapet and thence down the side of the 
wall apparently on to the defendant s roof. 

About 14 years ago the defendant built 
an upper storey to his house and this led 
to a dispute, as the plaintiff naturally 
wished to retain his right to light and air 
through the two slits or roshandans and 
also his right to discharge the rain water 
through the A suit was brought 

and a compromise effected. The compro¬ 
mise is on the record. It was agreed that 
the defendant should so build that the 
roof of his upper storey should be at least 
six inches below the bottom level of the 
two slits and that he should not build a 
“ madgari ” or parapet on his roof adjoin¬ 
ing the plaintiff’s wall (the word used in 
vernacular is "mulhih"). The object of 
these stipulations about the “ madgari ” 
and the level of the roof was obviously to 
prevent the two rosha'ndans from being 
blocked up and to prevent the rain water, 
which flows off the plaintiff’s roof on to 
that of the defendant, from going through 
the roshandans into the plaintiff’s room. 
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The defendant has now done three 
things. (1) He has put a new window in 
the north wall of his upper storey. 

(2) He has built a new room with a wall 
17 feet high on the roof of his upper 
storey. The western wall of his room is 
parallel to the eastern wall of the plain¬ 
tiff’s house and at a distance of 10 feet 
from it. Both the eastern and western 
walls of this new room have large openings 
blocked with iron gratings. 

(3) He has raised the roof of his upper 
storey about six inches between the 
plaintiff’s wall and the western wall of 
his new room ; so that it is now on the 
same level as the lower edges of the two 
roshandans ; but he has left a small drain 
six inches deep up against the plaintiff’s 
wall (and parallel to it) and this he has 
continued along the side of ^his own roof 
so as to lead the rain water away into his 
own compound. The present suit was 
brought by the plaintiff when the new 
constructions were commenced, and he 
sought for a mandatory injunction to 
restrain the defendant from carrying out 
his intentions. He also applied for a 
temporary injunction pending the decision 
of the suit. 

Apparently the raising of the roof by 
six inches and the opening of the new 
window had been completed and the new 
room had risen a few feet only when the 
Munsif went to the spot and viewed it. 

The Munsif allowed the defendant to 
continueithe building of the east, north 
and south walls of the new room, but for¬ 
bade the building of the western wall 
pending the decision of the suit. Ho 
visited and examined the plaintiff's 
eastern room. 

During the course of the suit he again 
inspected the premises and to see what 
would bo the effect of the building of the 
western wall of the new room, ho had the 
space, which it would occupy, filled with a 
darri and then he examined the plaintiff’s 
room. 

He found that the interference caused 
thereby in the supply of light through the 
two slits or roshavdans very slight in¬ 
deed. i, e., he found that in so far as the 
right to light and air through the two slits 
was concerned there had been no material 
interference with the plaintiff's physical 
comfort or such as to prevent him using 
the room as benehoially as he had been 
using it in the past. 


He found in regard to the window that 
there was no invasion of the plaintiff’s 
1 ‘ight of privacy. 

In regard to the raising of the roof he 
concluded that the drain was too narrow 
and that the roof had been raised impro¬ 
perly. 

He decided 

(1) That there was no necessity to 
restrain the defendant from completing his 
new room and that Es. 10 was sufficient 
compensation for the verj^ slight invasion 
of the right to light and air. 

(2) He dismissed the claim in respect 
to the window, holding that it had bean in 
existence for six years before suit. 

(3) He granted an injunction directing 
the defendant to lower the roof six inches 
and in addition to make a drain six inches 
deep in the roof after it had been so 
lowered and at a distance of one foot 
from plaintiff’s wall. He decreed accord¬ 
ingly. 

The plaintiff appealed and urged that ha 
was entitled to an injunction in regard to 
the new room and also the new window. He 
also objected to the order as to costs. The 
defendant filed objections to the award of 
damages and the direction as to the roof 
and drain. 

Pending the appeal the defendants 
finished the construction of the room. 
The lower Appellate Court held as fol¬ 
lows :— 

In regard to the window, that it had 
been made six years before suit and tliere 
had been no invasion of the plaintiff’s 
privacy. It, therefore, disallowed the appeal 
on this point. 

Ill regard to the question of light and air 
through the roshandans it seemed to be of 
opinion that the building of the western 
wall of the new room constituted a com¬ 
plete obstruction of both light and air, but 
did not base its decision on this. It held 
that tlie building of this room even at a 
distance of ten feet from the plaintiff’s 
wall was a breach of the agreement between 
the parties in the former litigation, that 
the roof of the defendant’s house was to 
be kept six inches below the level of the 
roshandans. That agreement or compro¬ 
mise was embodied in the docveo iu the 
former litigation. Tho Court, thai’efore, 
hold that tho defendant had no right to 
build a room anywhere on his roof at any 
distance whatsoever from the plaintiff's 
wall and as he had completed it during 
the suit, the plaintiff was entitled to a 
mandatory injunction for its demolition 
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■and tho prevention of any such construc¬ 
tion in the future. 

In regarti No the raising of the level of 
the roof between the new room and the 
plaintiff’s wall, it held that the first Court’s 
■order was bad in so far as it ordered the 
making of so deep a drain (as it would 
^amount to demolishing the roof) and also 
as to the position ordered for the drain, 
i. e., one foot from the plaintiff’s wall. 

It directed that the drain should be two 
feet from this wall and that bricks should 
be put on both sides of it, but it did not 
lay down any depth for the drain nor can 
it be understood what it meant by saying 
that bricks should be put on both sides of 
the drain. 

Plaintiff desires that the rain water 
from his roof shall be allowed to flow away 
on the defendant s roof in such a manner 
as to obviate any of it from finding its 
way through his wall into his room. The 
defendant appeals and the plaintiff has 
£led objections. 

It is urged 

(1) that the lower Appellate Court 
has completely misunderstood the former 
'Compromise; that it was never intended 
thereby to prevent the defendant from 
building a second storey provided this can 
be done without invading the plaintiff’s 
rights in regard to light, air and flow of 
water; 

(2) that there has clearly on the facts 
been no material invasion of any such 
right and the plaintiff has no cause of 
aoulon ; 

(3) that in any case the plaintiff is not 
entitled to the injunction granted and the 
defendant is ready to pay reasonable 
damages so as to enable the plaintiff to 
increase the area of the roshandans to the 
extent of one square-foot each, as he is 
entitled to do under the compromise 
decree. 

The plaintiff objects, 

(1) to the dismissal of his suit in regard 
ito the window; 

(2) to the change in the order of the 
first Court as to the depth of the drain to 
'be made in the defendant’s roof to carry 
off the rain water. 

Taking the objections first, it is clear 
that there is no force in the plea as to the 
window, there having been no invasion of 
privacy. In regard to the lower Court’s 
order regarding the drain, that order is 
not intelligible nor do we seethe necessity 
•of any drain. Under his former under¬ 
taking the defendant was not entitled to 


raise the roof and must maintain it at a 
level of six inches below the bottom level 
of the roshandans, otherwise an excessive 
I'ainfall might possibly result in water 
flowing through those roshandans into the 
plaintiff’s room and the defendant cannot 
be allowed to obstruct the free flowing of 
of the water from off his own roof in such 
a way as to cause or to make probably any 
damage to the plaintiff’s house. 

In regard to the appeal, we have exa¬ 
mined the former compromise and we 
cannot agree that it was in the contem¬ 
plation of the parties that the defen¬ 
dant should never at any time build on 
his roof at any point. The building of a 
second storey was not even in contem¬ 
plation at that time. The defendant 
was building his first storey and the 
agreement was that the roof thereof was 
to be kept six inches below the roshan¬ 
dans so as to allow the water to flow off 
and that no madgari or ridge should be 
built adjoining the plaintiff’s wall so as to 
obstruct the two roshandans. 

. There is nothing to show that the 
defendant was to be precluded from build¬ 
ing, provided he did not obstruct the light 
and air going through these two openings. 

Further, to say that a wall built at a 
distance of 10 feet from the plaintiff’s 
wall is a complete obstruction of these 
openings is absurd. 

We have to see whether in the circum¬ 
stances of the present case the plaintiff 
is entitled to an injunction and if so, to 
what injunction—(a) in regard to the 
right as to air and light; {b) as to the flow 
of water. 

At the commencement of the suit the 
plaintiff complained of a threatened dis¬ 
turbance only, but the defendant has since 
completed bis constructions and it is now 
a case of actual disturbance or no dis¬ 
turbance at all. 

Ordinarily the plaintiff in such cases, 
if he is entitled to relief, is entitled to an 
injunction rather than to damages. It is 
open to him, of course, to be content with 
damages, but S. 35 of the Easements Act 
shows that he is not entitled to an 
injunction except in such cases where he 
would be entitled to recover damages 
under Chap. IX of the Act. 

Section 33 of the Act allows compen¬ 
sation to be recovered for the disturbance 
of an easement provided that the distur¬ 
bance has actually caused substantial 
damage to the plaintiffs. The Explanation 


164 Allahabad Mt. Sahodra Bibi v, Bageshri Singh 


ISIS 


Ifco the section deals with the meaning of 
Ithe words “ substantial damage.” 

The Court below has not dealt with the 
question of substantial damage, but the 
first Court did and the evidence is on 
record, and we to shorten the proceedings 
deal with the issue here, as the evidence 
is on the record. 

(а) We take first the question of light 
and air. We have already pointed out 
that the two roshanclavs are small slits 
which admit very small quantities of both 
light and air; that the nlaintiff’s room 
has been used in the past only as a store¬ 
room being really far too dark for any 
other purpose. The Munsif’s two in¬ 
spections show that the construction of 
the defendant’s room on the roof does not 
materially interfere with the plaintiff’s 
physical comfort or prevent him using his 
room as beneficially as he has done in the 
past. As the Munsif has put it. the dis¬ 
turbance is ''very slight'' so slight that he 
thought the trivial sum of Rs. 10 would 
be ample compensation. We have no 
hesitation in holding on the evidence that 
the disturbance, if any, at all is trivial 
and not material. 

De minimus 7ion curat lex." The law 
does not concern itself witli a disturbance 
which is trivial or immaterial. 

In regard to the easement of light and 
air we hold that the plaintiff is not en¬ 
titled to eitiior damages or injunction. 

(б) In regard to the flow of water, 
however, the case is different. The 
defendant has raised the portion of lus 
roof between the plaintiff’s wall and the 
western wall of the new room so that it 
is on a level with the lower edges of the 
roshaiidans. It is true that he has made 


a drain six inches dee]) next to the plain¬ 
tiff’s wall, hut it is extremely doubtful il 
this will suffice to carry oft' easily the 
result of an extra heavy storm. lie has 
acted contrary to the former compromise 
and there is danger of some damage tc 
the plaintiff. In our opinion tliero has 
in this respect, been material invasion ol 
the plaintiff's right and the ajipropriate 
relief is to grant an injunction directing 
the ilelendant to lower this portie^n of hi; 
roof to a level six inches below the bottcir 
level of tiio yoshandan.s anil to so arrange 
that rain water falling thereon shall flow 
away easily through proper and adeiiuatt 
channels. 

^\ 0 have dealt with all the points ir 
the ease. It is not a case for damages 
as the plaintift came into Court at ono( 


when the disturbance was threatened and 
the defendant completed his structures 
pending the suit at his own peril. 

The result is that we grant the plaintiff 
a mandatory injunction directing the 
lowering of the roof between his western 
wall of the new room and the plaintiff’s 
eastern wall as laid down above. 

The rest of the plaintiff's suit will 
stand dismissed. As he has failed in two*- 
thirds of his suit and succeeded in one- 
third, the parties will receive and pay 
costs in all Courts in proportion tO' 
success and failure. 

Decree viodified^ 
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Richards, C. J. and Tudball, J. 

Mt. Sahodra Bibi —Plaintiff-Appellant 

v. 

Bageshri SingJi and aytother —Defen¬ 
dants-Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 821 of 1914, decided 
on 27th May, 1915, from the decree of the 
Sub-J., Jaunpur. dated 2nd March, 1914. 

(a) Pre-emption — Suit—of vendor's 

title cannot be raised — Pre'eviptor take the 

title which vendee u’as taking. 

A pre-emptor is not cutltled in a pro emptioo 
suit to put the vendor on proof of his title to 
tho propiTty which he purports to sell. The 
priuciplo of pre croplion is sub;^titution. pre- 
emptor is bound to take tho title which tho 
vendee was ready to take. [P. 155, C. 1.] 

(b) JVe-empfion—Suit be with respect to 

entire property, 

A suit for pre-emption is not maiutaioable 
where tho pre-emptor docs not seek to pre-empt 
the entire property, [P. 155, C. 1.] 

Ilaribmis Sahai —for Appellant. 

Lalit Mohan Banerji —for Respondents. 

Judgment: —This appeal arises out of 
a suit for pre-emption. Portion of the 
property \Yas situate in one Mahal and 
portion in another. Tlte plaintiff claimed 
pre-emption of the w’hole of the property 
in Harhallampur, but only portion of tho 
property in Mirganj. He said that the 
vendor was only entitled to a much 
smaller share in Mirganj than that which 
ho i)urportod to sell. Ho added to his 
plaint a statement that if tho Court found 
that the vendor was really entitled to all 
the property in Mirganj which he pur¬ 
ported to sell, then he was willing to pre¬ 
empt that also. Both the Courts below 
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have dismissed the plaintiti’s suit on the 
ground that he did not seek pre-emption 
of the entire property. In our opinion 
this decision was correct. A pre-emptor 
is not entitled in a pre-emption suit to 
put the vendor on proof of his title to the 
Iproperty which he purports to sell. The 
iprinciple of pre-emption is substitution, 
A pre-emptor is, therefore, bound to take 
the title which the vendee was ready to 
[take. He is not entitled to say to the 
vendor, “I will take all the property to 
which you prove you have a title, but I 
will not take property which you fail to 
prove belongs to yourself,” We need 
hardly say that we do not decide that a 
vendor is entitled fraudulently to insert 
property, to which he has no title, in the 
sale-deed for the purpose of inflating the 
price or otherwise fraudulently to defeat 
pre-emption. In the present case it is 
perfectly clear from what took place in 
the Court below that the vendor has (or 
hona fide thinks he has) some title, not 
necessarily a perfect title, to the property 
which the plaintiff in the present suit 
claims belongs to his son. We dismiss 
the appeal with costs including in this 
Court fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed’ 
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Full Bench* 

Richards, C. J., Knox and 
Banerji, JJ. 

In the matter of Amba Mukh- 

tar of Moradabad. 

Civil Misc. Appeal No. 93 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 29th March. 1915, from the report of 
the Dist. J., Moradabad, dated 22nd 
January, 1915. 

Legal Practitioners' Act {XVIII of 1879), S. 13 
ib) —Pleader must not change stdes—Duty to 
inform client when instructions offered by other 
side. 

A professional gentleman should as far as 
possible sLiok to the side who Erst employed 
him. It might be a very good praotioe if when 
gentlemen were oSered instruoDions by the 
opposite side in any oonneoted ease that they 
should at least in the first plaoa inform their 
first clients. [P. 155, G. 2.] 

Dillon and P. L, Banerji —for Mukhtar. 

Bijves^iox the Crown. 

Judgment: —This matter is connected 
with a report against a certain Mukhtar. 
It is said that he has changed sides in the 


course of different legal proceedings. In 
what is admitted to be the strongest case 
against him the charge is as follows :— 

Certain persons were accused of an as¬ 
sault upon the servant of a zemindar. The 
Mukhtar appeared on behalf of one or more- 
of the accused persons in the Appellate 
Court. Later on the zemindars brought 
proceedings under S. 145 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure. The property the 
subject-matter of this application by the 
zemindars, is said to have been the same 
property a dispute about which led to the 
alleged assault. It is, therefore, said that 
theMukhtar “changed sides” and was there¬ 
by guilty of unprofessional conduct. It 
must be borne in mind, in the first place, 
that when the Mukhtar first appeared it 
was merely to argue an appeal upon the 
evidence that was on the record. The 
question in dispute in the proceedings 
under S. 145 would be as to who was in 
possession of the property. It does not 
necessarily follow that'the Mukhtar receiv¬ 
ed any information from his first clients 
when he was appearing for them which 
could be used to their prejudice when he 
appeared for the zemindars in the proceed¬ 
ings under S, 145. There is nothing on the 
record to show that the Mukhtar’s first 
clients offered to employ him in the second 
case or that they took any exception to his 
appearing in the case until the case was 
actually at hearing. Speaking generally, 
it is quite clear that a professional gentle¬ 
man should as far as possible stick to the 
side who first employed him. It might be 
a very good practice if when gentlemen 
were offered instructions in any connected 
case that they should at least in the first 
place inform their first clients. In the 
present case it has nob been proved to 
our satisfaction that the Mukhtar has been 
guilty of any professional misconduct. 

The Rule is discharged. 

Rule discharged. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 155 (2). 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Rohilkhand and Kumaon Railway Co ,— 
Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Ismail Khan —Plaint iff-Respondent. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 167 of 1914, 
decided on 5th March, 1915, from an order 
of the Small Cause Court J., Bareilly, 
dated 2l8t July, 1914, 
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Railways Act {IX of 1890), S. 72—Bisk note A 
is indemnity bond by sender, does not affect 
assignee's riqhts to receive goods as ordered ^Rail¬ 
way must offer reasonable facilities jor weighing — 
Railway liable for loss caused thereby. 

Where the sender of goods through a Railway 
Company signs “risk note form A”, he in- 
-demnidos the Company and makes it free from 
all responsibility for the condition into which 
the goods may be delivered to the consignee at 
destination and for any loss arising from the 
same. The consignee, however, is entitled to 
have the consignment weighed on the spot in 
the presence of some respectable servant of the 
Railway Company and it is the duty of the 
Railway servants responsible for the delivery of 
the goods to offer reasonable facilities for this 
operation. If the Railway servants do not 
allow the consignee to have the goods weighed 
at the time of delivery and thus let them remain 
lying in the Railway godowu to the detriment 
of the consignee, the Company is liable in 
damages. [P. 157, 0. 1.] 

A risk note in form A is simply an indemnity 
bond by the sender for the benefit of the Com¬ 
pany. It cannot in itself affect the rights of 
the consignee v/ho is entitled to receive the 
consignment as ordered by him and to claim 
compoDsatiun in the event of the consigntnent 
suffering loss or damage. [P. 157, C 2.] 

B. E. O'Conor —'or Appellant. 

S. M, Suleman —for Respondent. 

Facts: —A consif^nment of 11 tins of ghi 
was made over to the applicant Company 
at Tanakpur Railway Station for delivery 
to Ismail Khan at Bareilly. The sender 
was required to sign a risk note, as the 
goods were defectively packed and were 
liable to leakage and wastage. I5y this risk 
note, tlie sender covenants that lie will 
hold tlie Railway Company free from all 
responsibility for tlio condition in whicli 
the goods may bo delivered to the con- 
sigriee. When the goods reached Bareilly, 
fclie consignee thouglit tliat tivo tins had 
sutTorod damage and ho refused to take 
delivery except on certain conditions. 
After some time the Company sold tlio 
goods at auction. The plaintitl brought 
the present suit for damages, and it was 
decreed by the first Court. The defendant 
Company applied in revision to the High 
Court- 

Judgment: —This is an application in 
revision on the part of the Hohilkhaud and 
Kumaun Railway Company, against whom 
the opposite party, who was the plaiutiiT 
in the Court below, has obtained a decree 
for a sum of Rs. 311 from the Court of 
Small Causes at Bareilly, The case has 
been brought before this Court, because 
the defendant Company desires to obtain 


an authoritative decision as to the respec¬ 
tive rights and liabilities of the parties in 
respect of goods consigned under what is 
known as a “risk note, form A.” The es¬ 
sential facts are simple. The plaintitf was 
the consignee of eleven tins containing ghi 
which were made over to the defendant 
Company at Tanakpur Railway Station 
for delivery to the plaintiff at Bareilly, 
When the consignment was tendered, it 
appeared to the Railway Company that 
the goods were so defectively packed as to 
be liable to damage, leakage or wastage in 
transit. Accordingly the sender was requir¬ 
ed to sign the risk note above referred to* 
This document is in effect an indemnity 
bond, whereby the sender covenants that 
he will bold the Railway Company harm¬ 
less and free from all responsibility for the 
condition in which the aforesaid goods 
may be delivered to the consignee at desti¬ 
nation, and for any loss arising from the 
same. \Yben the consignment reached 
Bareilly, the consignee was of opinion that 
the live out of the eleven tins had suffered 
damage in transit. He refused to take 
delivery except on certain conditions. A 
lengthy correspondence followed, and final¬ 
ly the defendant Company sold the ghi at 
auction. The ghi had clearly deteriorated 
in value and the price realised was a small 
one. The Court below has held that the 
plaintiff was entitled to compensation, 
wliich has been assessed at the sum already 
stated. With regard to the position of 
the parties at the moment the consignee 
inspected the goods at Bareilly Station 
and the proper course for the cousignoe, to 
have followed under the oiroumstauces it 
seems to mo that the principles involved 
are fairly obvious and have been very cor¬ 
rectly laid down by this Court in the case 
of Jn'iila Persha'i v. irreat Indian Penin¬ 
sular Railu'ay (1), and in another ease 
which is printed as a foot-note'"' to the 
report above-mentioned. The consignee 
was entitled to have the goods weighed 
then and there before ho surrendered the 
railway receipt. Wlien this had been done, 
ho was entitled to endorse on the back of 
the railway receipt a statement that ho ao- 
ceptod delivery of the oonsignmeut t\s it 
stood, while taking note of the fact that 
its actual weight was only so much and 
nob the full weight as given in the railway 
receipt itself. Ho would probably also 


(1) 21 I. C. 428 = 11 A. L. J. 775 lYofo-Bd. 
*Sgo Koha Mai v. Q. I, P. Raiiiody. 
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have been entitled to add to his endorse¬ 
ment any remarks which he might think 
proper to make for his own protection 
regarding the appearance of the consign¬ 
ment at the moment of his accepting deli¬ 
very. The Station Master or other local 
officials of the Eailway Company at the 
delivery Station were bonnd to offer to the 
consignee reasonable facilities for weigh¬ 
ing the goods on the spot, and would, in 
my opinion, be going beyond their legal 
rights if they insisted on the surrender of 
the railway receipt, with a mere endorse¬ 
ment to the effect that the goods therein 
specified had been duly received, before 
allowing the consignee access to the goods 
for the purpose of verifying the weight. 
It being obvious, on the other hand, that 
the Eailway Company were bound in self¬ 
protection, and would be perfectly entitled, 
to maintain effective custody of the goods 
through their servants and agents until 
the railway receipt was delivered up to 
them, the practical result is that the 
plaintiff’s rights were to have this consign¬ 
ment weighed on the spot in the presence 
of some respectable servant of the Eailway 
Company and that it was the duty of the 
Eailway servants responsible for the deli¬ 
very of the goods to offer reasonable facili¬ 
ties for this operation. Now it is quite 
certain that the consignee in this parti¬ 
cular case was not allowed to do what I 
nave above suggested. The case for the 
defendant Company is that the only reason 
why he was not allowed to do so was that 
he did not content himself with asking 
merely for this, but he required the Sta¬ 
tion Master or some other officials of the 
Company to certify by his signature, either 
on the endorsement proposed to be made on 
the railway receipt, or on some other docu¬ 
ment, that the consignment in question 
was in fact being delivered short weight 
and perhaps also in a damaged condition. 
This is really a simple issue of fact, and 
the utmost that could be said in support 
of this application for revision would be 
that the position has not been fully ap¬ 
preciated in the Court below and the mind 
of that Court not directed with sufficient 
clearness to the investigation of the pre¬ 
cise question of fact on which the rights or 
liabilities of the parties should have been 
made to depend. I think there is a certain 
amount of force in this argument; but I 
am not disposed to allow it to prevail. For 
one thing I am of opinion that, if there 
was any misapprehension of the essential 
issues of the case in the Court below, that 


was largely due to the attitude taken up 
by the defendant Company in their plead¬ 
ings before that Court, a point as to which 
I have a few words to add presently. I am 
further of opinion that, from any possible 
point of view, the Company in this parti¬ 
cular instance must be held to have made 
themselves liable to the payment of some 
damages at any rate to the plaintiff by 
reason of the delay which took place before 
the claim of the plaintiff consignee to take 
delivery, either of a portion only of the 
consignment or of the entire consignment 
subject to conditions, was either accepted 
or definitely rejected on behalf of the Com¬ 
pany. It seems to me that those respon¬ 
sible for the action taken on behalf of the 
defendant Company in this matter were 
not only under some misapprehension as 
to the extent of their legal rights, but 
were at the same time using their advan¬ 
tageous position, as being the party in pos¬ 
session of goods of a peculiarly perishable 
nature, in order to put pressure on the 
consignee to accept delivery on their own 
terms. The Company was in no hurry, 
being under the impression that any loss 
which might result from the deterioration, 
of the ghi lying in their godown would in¬ 
evitably be borne by the consignee. There 
was always the possibility in their favour 
that the latter might become nervous as 
to the extent of this loss and the sound¬ 
ness of bis legal position, and might close 
the transaction by accepting delivery on a 
railway receipt endorsed with a mere 
acceptance of the goods as despatched. 
From the arguments that have been ad¬ 
dressed to me in support of this applica¬ 
tion, I think there is some misapprehen¬ 
sion on the side of the Eailway Company 
with regard to the legal effect of a risk 
note in “form A.” That document is 
simply an indemnity bond by the sender 
for the benefit of the Company. It cannot 
in itself affect the rights of the consignee. 
The latter is obviously entitled to receive 
the consignment as ordered by him and to! 
claim compensation in the event of the* 
consignment suffering loss or damage. The 
question whether, in this particular case, 
if delivery had been made on the railway 
receipt endorsed as already suggested, the 
consignee would have been entitled to 
claim damages in the first instance from 
the Eailway Company, leaving the 
Company to enforce their legal remedy 
against the sender under the risk note, is 
one which does not arise on the facts as 
they stand. As a matter of fact I have a 
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little doubt that any consignee, claiming 
‘damages under the circumstances suggest¬ 
ed, would, in his own interests, have im¬ 
pleaded both the Eailway Company and 
the sender and would ordinarily, at any 
rate, have obtained a decree against the 
sender alone, the latter having accepted 
all responsibility for the condition of the 
■consignment when placed in the hands of 
the Kailway Company, As the case stands, 
I am clearly of opinion that the defendant 
'Company have made themselves liable in 
damages to the plaintiff by their conduct, 
when delivery was asked for by the latter. 
Even supposing that there was some mis¬ 
understanding between the parties at 
Bareilly, and that neither the plaintiff 
consignee nor the local officials of the Rail¬ 
way Company in charge of the consignment 
clearly appreciated their respective rights 
and liabilities, I think the defendant 
Company should definitely have offered 
the plaintiff facilities for weighing the 
consignment on the spot before requiring 
him to part with the railway receipt. I 
hold them liable in damages partly for 
this reason, partly for their long delay in 
returning a definite answer to the plain¬ 
tiff’s claim and partly for having sold the 
consignment at auction under circum* 
stances which did not warrant the adoption 
of that course. The application before me 
raises no serious question as to the 
amount of the damages awarded and con- 
sequc-Ttly I do not discuss this point. The 
result is that tlie application fails and 1 
dismiss it with costs. 

Application dismissed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 158, 

CuAiUIKU a\d Pkujott, JJ. 

Duni Chand —Applicant-Appellant 

v. 

Arja hi and and another —Opposite 
Party-Kospondonts. 

First Appeal No. lUof 1914, decided 
on IGth February, 1915, from an order of 

tlio Addl. Dist. J., Saharanpur, dated 19bh 
May, 1914. 

Civil l\ C, [V of IS9S), O, p. 6— Order 

rejeotnig applicaiion under 0. li, o is not 

Appealable. ' 

An order dismissing an application to bo 
brought on record as the reprosontativo of a 
dcoeased appellant is not a decree and no appeal 
lies from such an order, [p. C. 2.] 


Nihul Chand —for Appellant. 

Parmeshwar Dayal —for Respondents. 

Facts: —One Jaigopal executed a Will 
in favour of his daughter’s son, Arja 
Nand, in 1907. On Jaigopal’s death Arja 
Nand got possession of the property. Nihal 
Chand brother of Jaigogal brought 
a suit against Arja Nand for possession 
and declaration that the Will executed by 
Jaigopal was null and void, as Jaigopal 
lived jointly with him. The Munaif 
dismissed the suit. Nihal Chand pre¬ 
ferred an appeal to the District Judge. 
During the peodency of the appeal 
Nihal Chand died leaving behind Mt, 
Dakho Kuar as his widow. Duni Chand, 
who was the son of the brother-in-law of 
Nihal Chand made an application to the 
appellate Court to be brought on the 
record in place of Nihal Chand, deceased, 
claiming to be his adopted son. The 
application was opposed by Arja Nand, 
respondent to the appeal. The Additional 
District Judge, after going through the 
evidence produced by the parties on the 
question whether Duni Chand was or was 
not the legal representative of Nihal 
Chand, deceased, rejected the application. 
Duni Chand appealed to the High Court, 

Judgment :—This is an appeal against 
an order of the Additional Judge of Saha¬ 
ranpur. dismissing the appellant's appli¬ 
cation to be made plaintiff in the place 
of Nihal Singh deceased, the original 
plaintiff. The defendants-respondents con¬ 
tend that that no apiieal lies. In our 
opinion the contention is well founded. It 
is not suggested that the order amounts to 
a decree as defined in the Code, As an 
order it is certainly not appealable, for 
it was not passed under either R. 9 or 
R. 10 of O. XXII. We were asked to 
treat the appeal as an application for 
revision. W o are not prepared to do this. 
The Court below does not appear to hav6 
acted without jurisdiction or irregularity 
in theexercise of its jurisdiction. More-, 
over Nihal Singh loft a widow who appo:\rs 
to he his legal representative, if the 
appellant is not the adopted sou. and 
who may yet succeed in getting horsolf 
made plaintiff in place of her deceased 
husband. It may also be possible to 
appeal against the order of the Court 
when passed, dismissing the suit as having 
abated. There are two reported decisions 
of this Court that no such appeal lies, but 
the Bombay and Madras High Couria 
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bave held that such an order is tanta- 
imount to a decree and is appealable as 
such. 

The present appeal is dismissed with 
•costs. 

Appeal dismissed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 159. 

Richards, C. J. and Banerti, J. 

Collector of Meerut —Defendant-Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

Umrao Singh —Plaintiff-Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 380 of 1913, decided 
■on 23rd March, 1915, from a decree of the 
Sub-J., Moradabad. 

(ft) Civil P. C., {V of 1908), 0. 32, Rr, 3 and 4 
—Mother borrowed debt on mortgages for recover¬ 
ing minor's property^Sait on mortgages—Mother 
not improper guardian ad litem. 

The father of the plaintiff was murdered 
leaving his widow and the plaintiff, a minor, 
iilm surviving. The motive of the murder was 
•to take possession of property which belonged to 
the plaintiff’s father. Suits had to be brought 
in the name of the minor. The mother of the 
(minor borrowed on mortgages on behalf of the 
plaintiff as his guardian for the expenses of the 
suit. Suits were thereafter brought on these 
•mortgages and decrees were obtained. The 
plaintiff sued to set aside these decrees : 

Held, that the mother was a fft and proper 
person to be hie guardian ad litem in the pro- 
■ceedingB in the Civil Court and that if the 
■deorees were fairly and properly obtained against 
the minor ae represented by his mother, the 
•deorees were binding and the Court could not 
•go behind them. [P. 159, C. 2.] 

_(b) Decree—Setting aside — Mother guardian 
did not defend suit is no ground for setting aside. 

Held, further, that the mere fact that the 
mother did not defend the suits on the mortga- 
,^es would not make the decrees invalid. 

[P. 160, C. 1.] 

A, E. Eyves —for Appellant. 

D. C. Banerji —for Respondent. 

Judgment: —This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the plaintiff, Umrao 
Singh, for a declaration that certain decrees 
which had been obtained against his 
mother as his guardian were not binding 
upon him. The suit was instituted in 
Api’il, 1912. The estate of the defendants 
was taken over by the Court of Wards in 
February, 1913. The Court below made 
a decree in part in the plaintiff's favour 

on the 13th of May, 1913. The Collector 
was never made a party to this suit and it 
ia doubtful perhaps whether the decree 
was quite regular. It is, however, unneces¬ 


sary to consider this point, having regard 
to the position which Mr. Ryves has taken 
up in the present appeal on behalf of the 
Court of Wards. When the Collector came 
to know of the decree of the Court below, 
he filed the present appeal against the 
decree. Mr. Ryves has stated at the 
outset that he waives any irregularity and 
that he is willing to argue the case on the 
merits, just as he would have done had 
the Collector been made a party and the 
decree had been regularly made against 
him. It appears clearly from the evidence 
and admitted facts that the father of the 
plaintiff, one Bahai Singh, was murdei'ed 
leaving his widow and the plaintiff him 
surviving. One Parsa helped the widow 
against her adversaries. The supposed 
naofcive of the murder waste take posses¬ 
sion of property which belonged to Bahai 
Singh. After the murder of Bahai Singh 
a suit had to be brought in the name of his 
minor son, which was fought right up to 
the High Court. The costs, which were 
allowed under the decree of the High 
Court, amounted to Rs. 793. It is clear 
that this does not at all represent the 
actual money that bad to be expended in 
the course of that litigation alone. Besides 
this, however, there wore mutation pro¬ 
ceedings in the Revenue Court which were, 
apparently, contested. There was also a 
riot case in which undoubtedly money was 
expended. We have no doubt that money 
was also expended in connection with the 
prosecution of the murderer of Bahai 
Singh. It is in connection with these ex¬ 
penses that the money was borrowed on 
mortgages executed by the mother on 
behalf of the plaintiff as his guardian. 
Suits were brought on foot of these mort¬ 
gages and deorees were obtained in 1909 
and 1910. It is to set aside these decrees 
that the present suit is brought. 

There are two aspects of the case. First 
as to whether the decrees obtained against 
the plaintiff with the widow as his guar¬ 
dian do not bind him. The widow was his 
natural and guardian. Prima facie 

she was a fit and proper person to be his 
guardian ad litem in the proceedings in the 
Civil Court. She had no interest ad^rse 
to So far as ths ©videoce goes she 

had been most active in taking steps to 

protect the minor’s property. If the de- 

crees were fairly and properly obtained 
against the minor, as represented by his 
rnofcher, then the decrees are binding and 

mu behipd them, 

ihe only suggestion of the decrees being 
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limproper is that the widow did not defend 
Ithe suits. The total amount borrowed was 
a sum of Es. 2,100. The expenditure upon 
the matters to which we have already re¬ 
ferred must have been very considerable. 
It is possible that if the widow had defend¬ 
ed the suits brought on foot of the mort¬ 
gages and put the plaintiff to strict proof 
of legal necessity for each and every item, 
she might, possibly, have succeeded in 
having some small item struck out. 
Defending the suits would probably have 
cost much more than the item disallowed. 
In our opinion it is impossible to hold, 
under the circumstances of the present 
case, that the decrees, even though ex parte, 
were in any way improperly obtained. If 
this be so, it is quite unnecessary to go 
into the other matters and to consider 
whether the defendants have been able to 
show that there was legal necessity for 
every part of the consideration for the 
bonds. In our opinion the decree of the 
Court below was erroneous and must be 
set aside. 

We accordingly allow the appeal, set 
aside the decree of the Court below and 
dismiss the plaintiff's suit with costs in 
both Courts. 

Appeal decreed. 


A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 160 (1). 

Chamier, J. 

Mt. Fakhran —Applicant 

V. 

Bajah Ali Khan and others —Opposite 
Parties. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 170 of 1914, 
decided on 2r)th February, 1915, from an 
order of the Dist. J., Shahjahanpur, dated 
4th May, 1914. 

Civil P.C., (VoflOOS), 0 2J,n.S9~ Attach¬ 
ing creditor has no "interest in property " for 
purjwsc of O. 31, R. S9. 

A dfcroe-holdor who atUohos a property 
before it is pul to sale at auction, is not outitlod 
to got the sale set aiddo under O. XXI, R. fO, of 
the Code of Civil Procedure. [P. 100, C, 2.] 

Lakshnti Narayaii—ior Applicant. 

UameeduUah'—iov Opposite Parties. 

Facts: —The petitioner a!! attachiug 
croditior put in an aiiplication under 
O. XXr, K. Civil Procedure (hnle, f, r 
sotting aside a sale The Courts below 
held that slie bad no right to apply. 

Iho petitioner api'liod to the High 
Court in revision. 


Judgment: —I doubt whether this ap¬ 
plication for revision is ‘maintainable at' 
all ; but assuming that it is maintainable* 

I think it should be dismissed on the- 
merits. Certain property was sold in exe¬ 
cution of a decree. The applicant had at¬ 
tached the property before the sale took 
place and after the sale she made an ap¬ 
plication under O. XXI, R, 89, to have 
the sale set aside. The Courts below have 
held that she is not a person who is en¬ 
titled to ask the Court to set aside the sale. 
It is admitted that she does nor own the^ 
property. The only question is whether 
she has any interest in it by virtue of any 
title acquired before the sale within the- 
raerning of O. XXI, R. 89. A person who- 
has attached property may for some pur¬ 
poses be regarded as having an interest in 
it; for example, it has been held that an 
attaching creditor is entitled to redeem 
mortgaged property. But what is required 
to entitle the present applicant to ask the 
Court to sej aside a sale under R. 89 is an 
interest in the property by virtue of a title 
acquired before the sale. The applicant 
has acquired no title whatever to the pro¬ 
perty. I, therefore, hold that she is not 
a pei*son who has an interest in the pro¬ 
perty by virtue of a title acquired before 
the sale within the meaning of R. 89 and,' 
therefore, she is not entitled to ask the 
Court to set the sale aside. The applica¬ 
tion is dismissed with costs. 

AppUcaiioii dismissed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 160 (2). 

Ricitauds. C. j. and Tudball, j. 

Muana Lal —Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Ram Gul'imSifi ih. and others —Plain¬ 
tiffs-Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 140 of 1914, decided 
on I9bh May, 1915, from an order of the 
Dist, ,T., Budaun, dated Slst August. 

1914. 

Pre-ompfion —by sale' 
deed uyichalteu ied for S years is recorded co- 
sharer for pro’emption suit, 

Wbero t\ person has boon a rec^rilcd oo-sh»roi 
in pjssession of a proporty by vlttuo of a sale- 
deed and no slops have boon taken for throe 
ye.u's to sot aside the sale, or to oust him from 
possession, bo must be rot^arded as a oo-sharor 
for the purposes of a pre-oirptiou suit. 

[P. IGI, 0. 2.] 

Sital Pra'iod (Viose —for Appellant. 

S. D. Sinhd —for Respondents. 
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Judgment: —The facts connected with 
this appeal so far as they are material to 
our decision are as follows. The plaintiff 
is a recorded co-sharer and in possession of 
certain property in the mahal. He has 
been recorded for three years. It is con¬ 
ceded that if he is a “ co-sharer ”, he is 
entitled to bring the present suit for pre¬ 
emption as against a stranger. The de¬ 
fendant-vendee, however, contends that 
the plaintiff is not a co-sharer, because his 
vendor had no title to sell to him ; on the 
contrary that the real owner of the share 
(which the plaintiff’s vendor purported to 
sell) sold the share to him. The lower 
Appellate Court has held that the plaintiff 
being a recorded co-sharer in possession 
of the property and no step having been 
taken to set aside the sale, or to oust him 
from possession, he must be regarded as a 
co-sharer. In our opinion this view is 
quite correct. 

It is next argued that the Court of first 
instance having found that the property, 
in respect of which the plaintiff is record¬ 
ed, could not be sold by the plaintiff’s 
vendor, and that this share has vested in 
the defendant in the present suit, and the 
finding not having been set aside by the 
lower Appellate Court, the suit should not 
have been remanded. It is quite impossi¬ 
ble that two persons could be the owners 
of the same share at the same time. In 
our opinion, the Court below must be 
taken to have set aside the finding of the 
Court of first instance. 

Under these circumstances the appeal 
fails and is dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 161. 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Shankar Singh —Plaintiff-Applicant 

V. 

Mst. Rekha and anothei —Defendants- 
Respondents* 

Civil Eevn. Petn. No. 146 of 1914, 
decided on 5th March, 1915, from an order 
of the Small Cause Court J., Bareilly. 

(a) Limitation Act {IX of 1908), Art. 57 — 
Return of advance for purchase of goods becomes 
due after period fixed by usage or reasonable time 
fixed for delivery of goods. 

In a suit for the balauoe of money advanced 
in payment of goods to be delivered where no 
time is fixed for delivery, the Court ought to 
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consider whether, by reason of trade custom or 
some established usage well understood by both 
parties, any particular period can be laid down 
as the time when the goods required in the 
particular case ought to have been delivered, 
failing this, it should fix some reasonable time 
after the advaooe of the money, having regard 
to all the oiroumstaDces of the case. (7 W. R. 
164, Ref,). [P. 161, C. 1 & P. 161, G. 2.] 

(b) Provincial Small Cause Court Act {IX of 
1887), S, 25—High Court can interfere if suit 
dismissed as time barred presuming date of pay¬ 
ment os date of delivery of goods. 

If a Court without making such inquiry as to 
the time of delivery of goods dismisses the suit 
as barred by time holding that the date of pay¬ 
ment must be taken to be the date of delivery of 
the goods, the High Court would interfere in 
revision under 8. 25 of the Small Cause Courts 
Act. [P. 162, C. 2.] 

Iqbal Ahmad —for Appellant;. 

Sham Nath Mushram for Tej Bahadur 
Saprii —for Eespondents. 

Judgment :—This is an application in 
revision by a plaintiff whose suit for the 
recovery of certain money has been dis¬ 
missed by the Judge of the Court of Small 
Causes at Bareilly. The suit was on the 
face of it one for the balance of money 
advanced in payment of goods to be deli¬ 
vered, falling under Art, 57 of the first 
Schedule to the Indian Limitation Act IX 
of 1903. The learned Judge of the Court 
below rightly appreciated this point, but 
went on to hold that in as much as there 
was nothing in the plaint to show that 
any date was fixed for delivery of the 
goods, the date of payment must be taken 
to be the date for delivery of goods. The 
learned Judge was, in my opinion, palpably 
wrong. The circumstances of the trans¬ 
action were such, according to the allega¬ 
tion in the plaint, that the date of the 
payment of the money could not possibly 
be the date for the delivery of the goods. 
The principles which should govern the 
decision of the Court when a question of 
this sort arises appear to have been correct¬ 
ly laid down in a very old ruling, that of 
Boiddonath Shah v. Lal-un-nissa Bibi (l). 
The learned Judge of the Court below 
ought either to have considered \Yhether, 
by reason of trade custom or some 
established usage, well-understood by both 
parties, any particular period could t)e 
laid down as the time when the goods re¬ 
quired in this particular case ought to have 
been delivered, or failing this, he should 
have fixed some reasonable time after the 
advance of the money, having regard to all 
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the circumstances of the case. I note that, 
accordiog to the findings of the Court 
below, an allowance of only thirty clays 
for the delivery of the goods would be 
sufficient to bring this claim within 
limitation. In my opinion the suit has 
been thrown out in the Court below with¬ 
out adequate inquiry and on a misappre¬ 
hension of the law applicable to the case. 
It has been contended on behalf of the 
defondants-oppositc party that a wrong 
decision upon a question of limitation 
would not of itself justify interference of 
this Court under S. 25 of Aet IX of 18S7 
(the Provincial Small Cause Courts Act.) 
It is not easy to lay down precise princi¬ 
ples to govern the exerci-e of the very 
wide discretion which h>ts, for obvious and 
necessary reasons, been conferred upon 
the High Court by the section above 
referred to. In the i)resent case, however, 
I think it is aiiparent on the face of the 
judgment of the Court below that that 
Court would have done hotter to imiuiro 
into the facts of the case and to determine 
the case as a vrholo, ineluding thociuostion 
of limitation, when fully satisfied as to the 
facts. Tiie application before mo has bean 
admitted by a learned Judge of this Court, 
and I am not ju-oparod to s iy tha t the 
case is one in which in the exorcise of its 
discretion it would ho unreasonable for 
this Court to interfere in the interests of 
justice. [ sot aside the order and decree 
of the Court below atul remind tho case 
to that Court with ordeis to ro admit tho 
same to its file of i)onding suits and to 
disiioso of it witli duo rog:trd to the ro- 
inarks mado ahovo on tho (luostion of law 
involved. Costs of this ai)i)lic.Uion will ho 
costs in tho suit. 

Applicnlion allowed. 


A. I. R. 1915 AUalinbad 162, 


Haxi;!;.!!, J. 

Jai T)chi -Applicant 



K)npriO ,-—Opposite Party. 


Criminal Ihnn. Nn. lid of 1;)1.5, 
deciiled on 21,d. .\inil. 12!"), from an order 
of tho S. .1., 51.;il. 


Vena! Cr.'?,' {\'/j\' of /^ ; 
icparale j'-u‘ilicaticn, 


S. 'n ' —q.'ioa 
oiyiint constitutes 


The aoc•u^^cc] innlo oort.iin <1'fiiinUery st'ite- 
nunla a (lovcnunont Ollioi d in h.rpoti- 

tioii to tho Licuti’uant Governor, and on inquiry 


ehe repeated the same statements before two 
Magistrates on different oocasions : 

Held, that the statements made before the two 
’^fp.gistrates were the publicition of tho original 
defamatory abatements made in the memorial to 
the Lieutenant-Governor and tha aeou^ed was 
guilty of throo separate publioations of the libel, 

[P. 1G2, C. 2 : P. IGG. C. 1.] 

S. G. isinlccrji —for Applicant. 

Govt. Advocate —for tiie Crown. 

Judgment This is an application for 
the revision of the order of the learned 
Sessions Judge of Moradabad, alFirraing 
tho conviction of the applicant for an 
off'once under S. 500 of the Indian 
Penal Code. It appears that the appli¬ 
cant. Mt. Jai Dehi, presented an applica¬ 
tion to llis Honour the Lieutonanb- 
Govornor iti which she charged the com¬ 
plainant. Mr. Kr-ishni Chandra Joshi, 
lOeputy Collector, with instigating her 
opponent, Iv'liyan Rai, bo bring false 
charges against her. An inquiry wag 
or.lored and 5Ir. Nan.ivati, the Collector 
of Pud.iun, sent for tlie ai>plic:int and she 
a])pearol before him rnd roi^oatod what 
she ha»l said in her metuoriiil, and 
added that Air. Krislma Chand'a Joshi 
had asked for a bribe from b.er which she 
had refused to pay. A further inquiry 
was held by Mr. Ingram, tho suoeossor of 
Mr. Nanavati, and before him also she 
apparently repeated what she had stated 
in her mjmorial to His Honour 
tho Lioutouaut-Governor. It was in 
regard to those statements tliat she 
was ]u*osccutod, and she has been con¬ 
victed on throo sci>irate charges, namely 

(1) of the statement mado in the memorial 
to His Honour tho Lioutonant-Covornor, 

(2) tho statement mado before Mr. 
Nanavati and (J) tiie statement made 
l'efvn*e Mr. Ingrim. 

It i-^ urged that slio could not he convict¬ 
ed on tiireo dilP'ront ohwgos. bociuse the 
statomonts made before Mr. Nanavati and 
Air. Ingvjim camuJ. ho demeod to bo a publi- 
C'ltion (J tho lihol inasmuch us slio made 
the statomonts in answer to question ]nit to 
lior. 1 am unablo to agree with this con¬ 
tent ien. There was no obligition on t.he 
a}q>lioant to make any slatomont. to Mr. 
X.uuivali imputing dishonesty and bribery 
to Air. Kihsinri Chandra Jo^hi, and there 
w.iN equally no obli'.gition on her to make 
detamatovy statomoi.ts in regard to that 
oliicer Imforo Air. Ingram. Jhio statements 
made by her wore clearly publications of 
tho original defamatory statement made in 
tho momorial to tho Lieutenant-Governor 
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and there were thus three separate publica¬ 
tions of the liheh The case doe3 not fall 
within any of the exceptions to S 499 of 
the Indian Penal Code. As the learned 
Sessions Judge has pointed out, exception 
(2) has no application as there was no ex¬ 
pression of opinion. As to exception (8), 
there was nothing to siiow that she acted 
in good faith. The applicant was, there¬ 
fore, rightly convicted on three different 
charges, ani I see no reason to interfere 
with the decision of the Court below. 

I accordingly dismiss the application. 

Application dismissed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 163. 

Chamier, ajjd Piggott, JJ. 

Jaiuahir —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Neki Ram —Defendant-Bespondent. 

Second Appeal No, 179 of 1914, decided 
on 14th December, 1914, from a decree of 
the Dist. J., Agra. 

(a) Decref.—SeUinrj asidt^ —JuHfidiclion—Decree 
chiained by commiiti'xq fraud —Suii to set aside 
also lies in Court where fraud committed or decree 
^assed—Cioil P. C., (P of 190Su S. 20. 

The plaintiff su'd the defendant in Agra 
praying that a decree for mou^‘y obtained 
against him by the defe ndant in Siliguri within 
the juriadiotion of th^ C^lcutia High Court be 
set aside, oi the ground that the defendant 
fraudulently prevented the institudon of the 
suit from becoming known to him by causing 
tho notice of suit to bo served on gpme o'ber 
'person in Agra and an incorrect return to be 
made to the Court: 

Held, that as part of the fraud was committed 
in .^gra the cause of action arose in part at least 
in Agra and that, therefore, the Courts in Agra 
had iurisdictioQ to entertain the suit 

[P. 16-1, 0. 2 & P. 1G5, C. 1.] 

Semble :—A suit to set asid) a decree on the 
ground of fraud may bo br.iugUt in a Court 
other than that by whioh the impugned decree 
was pissed, if tho property of the plaintiff 
situated in that Court is attached in that 
decree. 

(b) Civil P.C.. (F of 1903), 3.2'i—SeeUnn 
execution of the decree affords plaintiff cause of 
action. 

In a suit to sot aside decree obtained by fraud 
the oseoulion of the decree and the appUo itiou 
for the realization of iho amount of it are aots 
of the defendant which infringe tho rights of 
the pUintiff and aff rd him bia principal causa 
of a-:;iion. [F IGi G. 2 ] 

(c) Decree—Setting aside—Fraud—Non service 
oj summon^ decs noi- prove fraud. 

A plaintiff in suoh a caso cannot succeed 
merely on proving that tho summons was not 
setVid on him. [F. 1G3, C. 2.] 


Narmadediwar Prasad for Surendra 
Nath Sen —-for Appellant. 

Gitlzari Lai —for Bespondenb. 

Judgment :—This was a suit by the 
appellant praying that a decree for 
money chtained against liitn by the res¬ 
pondent in ftiliguri might be set aside on 
the ground that it had been obtained by 
fraud, and that an injunction might be 
issued restraining the respondent from 
executing the same. The appellant alleged 
that the claim on which tlie decree rested 
was totally without foundation, that the 
respondent had taken steps to prevent the 
institution of the suit from becoming 
known to him, and that he knew nothing 
of it till October 8th, 1911, when the res¬ 
pondent caused some of his property to be 
attached within the jurisdiction of the 
Munsif of Fatehabad in the Agra district. 
The appellant alleged that a catise of 
action accrued to him on October llfch at 
the place where the attachment was 
effected. The Munsif decreed the claim, 
but on appeal the District Judge held that 
the suit was nob maintainable at all. He 
seems to have thought that the whole of 
the appellant’s case was that the summons 
in the suit had nob been served on him, 
and he declined to consider whether there 
was any foundation for the respondent s 
suit. The learned Judge has, we think, 
misunderstood the case. A plaintiff in a 
case of this kind cannot succeed merely 
on proving that the summons was not 
served on him, bub if he proves tliat the 
former suit had no foundation in fact but 
was the outcome of previous enmity, that 
the summons was not served on him, and 
that the person who is said to have been 
present at the service was not there at all, 
and if he proves other facts also which tend 
to show that the defendant was anxious to 
avoid a fair trial of the issue between the 
parties, it is certainly open to the Court 
to find that tho decree was obtained b> 
fraud. The Munsif found that tho appel¬ 
lant had proved all this, and he held that 
the decree had boon obtained by fraud. 
It seems to us that in a case of this kind 
the Court can and must go into the whole 
matter before it can decide tlie case with 
any satisfaction to itself or any one else. 
That was the view taken in Lakshnn 
Chay-'>7i Shaha v. Nur Ali (l),and it is sup¬ 
ported by ample authority. As wa.s said 
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by Lord Robertson in Khaqendra Nath 
Mahata v. Pran Nath Boy (2), which was 
a suit of this bind, "the appellant’s allega¬ 
tion is an attack, not on the sufficiency of 
the service of notice but on the whole suit 
as a fraud from beginning to end.” So far 
as the merits of the case are concern¬ 
ed, we have no hesitation in saying that 
the proceedings in the lower Appellate 
Court were not satisfactory. 

It is, however, contended on the autho¬ 
rity of the decision in Day Dial v. Munna 
Lai (3), that such a suit as this does not 
lie at all, except possibly in the Court or 
district in which the decree impugned 
was passed. 

That such a suit will lie is beyond 
doubt. See the remarks of Jenkins, C. J., 
in Nancla Kumar v. Bam Jiban (4) and 
the decisions of the Privy Council in 
Badha Bavian ShaJia v. Pra7i Nath Boy 
(5), [affirming the decision of the High 
Court reported in Pra^t Nath Boy v. 
Moliesh Chandra Moitra (G), and Kha- 
gendra Nath Mahota v. Pra7i Nath Boy 
(2)1. Other recent instances of such suits 
are Thakur Prasad alias Shambhoo Narain 
v. Punkal Singh (7) and Abdtd Hague v. 
Abdul Ilafiez (8). Incidentally these cases 
show also that a suit to set aside a decree 
on the ground of fraud may be brought in 
a Court other than that by which the im¬ 
pugned decree was passed, and we may 
observe that if it wore otliorwise no suit 
could bo brought -to sot aside a deoreo 
ebtained by fraud in a Court of Small 
Uauscs, however gross the fraud mighc be. 

Put in this Court there seems to bo a 
conflict of opinion on the (piostion whether 
a suit will lie in those Provinces against 
a resident of another Province to have a 
decree obtained by him in tliat Province 
S('t a :do on the ground of fraud, oven 
when property of the idaintil'f in those 
provinces has been attached in execution 
of the docroo impugned. In BiUikc Beh.iri 
Lai V. Pokhe Ram (9), it was hold that a 
suit would lie in Cawnporo against a resi¬ 
dent of Calcutta to have a decree obtain¬ 
ed hy him in tlio Calcutta High Court sot 
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aside on the ground of fraud, when pro¬ 
perty of the plaintiff in Cawnpore had been 
attached in execution of the decree im¬ 
pugned. But in Kalyan Das v. Bahskhi 
Bam (10) Knox and Griffin, JJ., held that- 
a suit to set aside, on the ground of fraud, 
a decree obtained in Cachar by a resident- 
of that place would not lie in Agra, even 
though the plaintiff had been arrested in 
Agra in execution of that decree ; and in 
Da7(, Dial v. Munna Lai (3), Richards, 
C. J. and Tudbali, J., held that a suit did 
not lie in Mainpuri against a resident of 
Calcutta to set aside, on the ground of 
fraud, a decree obtained by him in Calcutta 
in execution of which the plaintiff’s pro¬ 
perty in Mainpuri had been attached. In 
the course of the principal judgment it is- 
said that, "all that the plaintiff complains 
of happened in Calcutta and, therefore, the 
cause of action arose in Calcutta and no 
place else." As at present advised we are 
not prepared to take this view. In the 
plaint in that case the plaintiff complained 
specifically of the attachment of his pro¬ 
perty in the Mainpuri district, and he 
prayed for an injunction directing the de¬ 
fendant to release the property from at¬ 
tachment. It seems to us that theattaoh- 
inent of the property was an important 
part of his cause of action and that it gave 
the plaintiff the right to sue in Mainpuri. 
Wo agree with the observation made in 
the case of Ba7iko Behari L^l v. Pokhe 
Bayyi (9) by Banerji, J., that "the execu¬ 
tion of the decree and the application for 
tlio realization of the amount of it are acts 
of the defendant which infringe the rights 
of the plaintiff, and afford him his princi¬ 
pal cause of action.” 

In view of the conllicb between the deci¬ 
sions in Dau Dial v. Lai (3) and 

Kalya7i Das v. Bakhshi Ba77i (lO) on the 
one hand and in Ba/ike Behari Lai v. 
Pokhe Rani (9) on the other, wa have oou- 
sidorod the propriety of referring this case 
to a larger Bench, but wo have come to 
tlio conclusion that such a course is un¬ 
necessary. It is part of the plaintiff s case 
that the defendant fraudulently prevented 
the institution of the suit from becoming 
known to him hy causing the notice of 
suit to ho served on some other person and 
an incorrect return to bo made to the 
Ciuirt. This is part and parcel of the fraud 
alleged, and if the allegation is found to be 
true nart of the fraud was committed in 
the Agra district, and there can be no 


(10) 1\ A. No 14 of 1910. 
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doubt that the cause of action arose in part 
at least in the Agra district, even if the 
■attachment of the plaintiff’s property is 
not part of the cause of action. 

We, therefore, direct that the record be 
returned to the lower Appellate Court in 
■order that a finding may be recorded upon 
ithe second issue. Further evidence ■will 
not be admitted except for good cause 
■shown. On return of the finding 10 days 
will be allowed for objections. 

Case remanded. 
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Knox, J. 

Ham Harakh Pathah and others —De¬ 
fendants* Appellants 

V. 

Ram Saran Pathak and others —Plain¬ 
tiff s-Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 686 of 1914, decided 
on 20th May, 1915, from the decision of 
the Addl. Sub-J., Gorakhpur, dated 27bh 
February, 1914. 

Jurisdiction—Consent of parties cannot give 
jurisdiction to appellate Court to hear appeal 
when barred^Civil P. C., (V of 2908)^ Sch. II, 
Cl. 16. 

A decree passed !□ the terms of an award not 
'being appealable, the parties to the decree can¬ 
not, by giving consent to an appeal being heard 
and the case being decided again on the merits, 
give the appellate Court jurisdiction to enter¬ 
tain an appeal against such decree. 

[P. 166, 0. 1.] 

Jang Bahadur Lai —for Appellants. 

Brij Nath Viyas —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—The plaintiffs, now res¬ 
pondents, sued on a bond. The defendants 
pleaded payment. The matter in dispute 
was referred to arbitration ; the arbitrator 
■decided in favour of the plaintiffs. 
‘Objections were taken by both parties. 
The lower Court, after considering the 
objections, dismissed them and drew up 
a decree in terms of the award. From 
that decree an appeal was filed to the 
Court of the Additional Judge. The 
Additional Judge accepted the appeal and 
•on the 16th of August, 1912, entertained 
an application signed by one of the plain¬ 
tiffs and the Vakil engaged for both 
plaintiffs on the one side, and by the 
defendant Ram Harakh and a Pleader 
who appeared for both defendants on the 
other. The application was to the effect 
that both parties agreed that the appeal 


should be accepted {manzur) and that the 
case should be decided on the merits. The 
Additional Judge ordered that the appeal 
be accepted and the case be decided on 
the merits. Some evidence was taken and 
the case remained on in the Court of the 
Additional Judge until the 4th of April, 
1913. Then, so far as the record shows, 
the case went automatically to the Court 
of the Subordinate Judge of Basti. No 
doubt there must have been some order, 
but whether that was an order passed by 
the District Judge or by the Additional 
Judge does not appear. There remains 
the fact that on the 5th of April the case 
appeared in the Court of the Subordinate 
Judge of Basti and he began to exercise 
jurisdiction upon it. It remained in that 
Court until the 21st of January, 1914, 
when we are told that by an order of the 
District Judge of Gorakhpur the case was 
made over to the Court of the Additional 
Subordinate Judge of Gorakhpur; that 
officer held that no appeal lay under 
the circumstances to the Court of the 
Additional Judge, that the admission or 
agreement of parties was on a point of law 
and was to the effect that a certain Court 
should re-try the case, that this agree¬ 
ment was not binding on the plaintiffs, 
and that it did not give that Court or the 
present Court any jurisdiction to hear the 
appeal. He accordingly dismissed the 
appeal. 

It is obvious that the record is incom¬ 
plete, that there are papers which ought 
to be on the record, which are not there 
now, and the absence of these papers 
has caused the waste of a whole day 
of time by this Court. I expect the 
learned District Judge to look into the 
matter and see to whom it is owing 
that; this record has been drawn up in such 
an incomplete way. 

The defendants have come here in appeal 
and have submitted a memorandum of ap¬ 
peal consisting of seven pleas. The first is 
to the effect that the learned Additional 
Judge had no jurisdiction to set aside the 
order of his predecessor dated the 16th ot 
August, 1912. I do not know, nor can I 
ascertain from the record, who the prede¬ 
cessor of the learned Additional Judge 
was. So far as the record shows Mr. Rose 
was the only Additional Judge who dealt 
with this case. The second plea is to the 
effect that the agreement of the partie 
dated the 16th of August, 1912, was bind 
ing on both the plaintiffs and the defen¬ 
dants and the plaintiffs have no right to 
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resile from the same. There is no doubt 
that the procedure adopted by the learned 
Additional Jud'je in passing that order of 
the 16th August, 1912, was very erratic. 
The order in question was a decree based 
upon an award. From that decree no ap¬ 
peal lay to the Additional Judge and he 
had not the least power to adopt the pro¬ 
cedure which he afterwards did. The Zrd 
and 4.th pleas are practically to the same 
effect. The fifth plea is to the effect that 
the plaintiffs wore estopped from question¬ 
ing the jurisdiction of the Court to hear 
the appeal on the merits. This follows my 
decision on the preceding plea. Then 
there is a plea to the effect that even if tlie 
appellants’ Vakil made any admission on 
a point of law, it is nob binding on the 
appellants. The lu.^L plea is that the Addi¬ 
tional District Judge being seized of tlie 
case, tlie order of transfer to the Court of 
the Additional Subordinate Judge was 
bad in law. ] cannot find the oi'der of 
transfer on tlio record and it is impossible 
to say wliat that t)rdor was. In the ab¬ 
sence of the oi'dci* it must lie pre¬ 
sumed to havo l oon rightly made until the 
contrary is sliown. A great do *l of argu¬ 
ment was addi'osscd to mo and sovoral 
cases cited as to tho power of the District 
Judge to witlulraw an ap]ioal from a 
Subordinate Court when that Court' has 
gone to some longtii in tlie case. 1 (luito 
agree witli tlio coniontion that it is most 
inexpodient fci- orders (J this nafuro to I’O 
]iasscd, hub I cannot say that such orders 
aro illegal, specially whim 1 am not satis¬ 
fied as to tho circumstances under which 


tlic ordo)- was nasseil. 

Tho result then is tliat wo are carried 
back to tlio:tp)ical which was filed in the 
Com t ol tho .Additional District Judge, no 
ai)poaI lay and iwciything that followed 
must i )0 swi'pt a-'ido as with.out jurisdic 
tion and I come back, Iboiigli not (juite l>y 
the same road, to the decree of oOtli of 
]\Iay, 1912. 

J dismiss this a]qical with costs, ir.clud- 
*rp foes in this Court on tho higher scale 
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Knox, j. 

Jamna Eunwar —Defendant-Appellaufc- 

V. 

Ramhit Singh and another —PlainfcifTs- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 962 of 1913, decided 
on 18th February, 1915, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Jaunpur, dated 23rd April, 
1913. 

Hindu —Gift by widow loith consent of 

next reversiomr is tinding. 

Where a Hindu widow executed a deed of gift 
in respect of her husband's property with tho 
oonseut of her deceased husband s mother, in 
favour of those person.^ who were revor.siorers- 
next to the mother at tho date of tho gift ; 

Held, that the gift was binding upon the 
mother. [P. 1C3. C. l.J 

Tj, j/. Banerji —for the Appellant. 

Judgment;—Tho property in dispute 
in tliis ai>pcal is property at ouo time 
belonging to Bhagwan Singh. To this pro- 
porty some nine years ago Mt. Anari 
Kunwa-, his widow, sueccodod and came 
into possession of tho same. 

On tho Util of April, 1909, .V/. 
Anari Kunwar and with lier Ml, 
Jamna Kunwar. who was at tinit tinio. 
had tho succession oponod out, the next 
rovorsionor, executed a deed of gilt in 
favour of Hamhit Singh and Phivao Singh, 
In this dee^l of gift they set themselves 
out as being entitled to and in possession 
of tho property in dispute and they traus- 
fonod tho wliolo of their ])roperty in 
lavour of the aforesaid Kamhit Singh and 
Phirao Singh. Ramhit Singh and Phirao 
Singh alleged that they came into posses¬ 
sion and aro in possession of tho property 
in dispute; they add, however, that 
upon tho doatli of Mi, Anari Kunwar, tho 
jhitirari of tlie \illago made a report- 
and had tho name of Mt. Jamua Kunwar 
entered and th.cir names removed. Tl»ey 
ajqdied to tho Roveuuo Court for correc¬ 
tion of this mistake, but in vain. Thus 
tliey wore foiccd to come into tho Civil 
C ourt and to ask tliat a decree might bo 
passed in tlieir favour declaring that they 
aro in inoinietary possession of tho pro¬ 
perty in ilispute and if this bo not found, 
proved by t)io Court below, that a decree 
awarding possession in their favour may 
he passed. 

In tho written statement the execution- 
of tho deed of gift was denied. It was sai 
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that Bamhifc Singh and Phirae Singh 
persuaded Mt. Anari Kumvar and Mt. 
Jamna Kunwar thab they were better able 
to mi>nage the zemindari property left by 
Bhagwan Singh, th?«b the deed which was 
executed w-rs understood by the two 
ladies to be merely a power-of-attorney 
conveying the right to Eamhit Singh 
and Phirae Singh to manage the estate. 
Jamna Kunwar said thab the ladies had all 
along been in possession of the property 
in sui: ever since the death of A/^. Anari 
Kunwar. 

The Court of first instance dismis=:ed 
the claim; it held that the fraud alleged by 
Mt. Jamna Kunwar was not proved., thab 
execution of the deed of gift by the two 
ladies was established and that Mt. Jamna 
Kunwar had at the time of executing the 
deed only aviglit in expectancy which she 
could not legally transfer. The deed, 
therefore, under which Eamhit Singh and 
Phirae Singh sued conferred no title upon 
them.' 

The case was taken to the Court of the 
District Judge of Taunpore. The view 
taken by that learned Judge was thab the 
deed of gift was a deed properly and duly 
executed by the ladies with knowledge of 
what they were doing, that no fraud in 
this matter had been proved to the satis¬ 
faction of the lower Appellate Couit. It 
went on to hold that the deed of gift was 
“not to a stranger, it was to the rever¬ 
sioners in expectancy, who would have 
been next reversioners” in the event of 
Bhagwan’s mother pre-deceasing bis widow. 
The mother was perfectly competent to 
relinquish her expectation of the life- 
interest. and by her doing so the plaintiffs 
became next reversioners and the widow, 
became ipso facto competent to gift the 
property or to be more exact to surrender 
her life-interest therein. It accordingly 
allowed the appeal and decreed the plain¬ 
tiffs’ claim for possession. There was a 
third defendant, who, it held, was un¬ 
necessarily impleaded, but we are not con¬ 
cerned with him in this appeal. 

Mt, Jamna Kunwar has come to this 
Court and raised six pleas attacking the 
judgment of the lower Appellate Court. 
The sixth plea vvas not argued. Of the 
remaining pleas four attacked the deed of 
gift on the grounds that (l) it was not 
proved that the defendant had any inde¬ 
pendent advice, (2) that the gift had never 
been given effect to and the plaintiffs not 
having obtained possession under the deed 
cannot now sue for possession, (3) that 


the defendent had no interest in the pro¬ 
perty in suit on the date when the deed 
of gift was executed and the deed conveyed 
no title to the plaintiffs. (-1) that the gift 
of the defendant was a gift of an expectancy 
and was invalid. The fifth plea raised 
was that the plaintiffs were estopped from 
bringing the present suit. No argument 
was addressed to the Court on this last 
plen. 

It is found by the lower Appellate Court 
that Mt. Jamna Kunwar knew what she 
was doing when she executed the deed of 
gift- It is a finding of fact and if there 
was any necessity I agree that thab find¬ 
ing of fact is a proper and right finding. 

My attention was directed in the course 
of the arguments to the written statement. 
Puiagraph 16 of that statement says that 
il/^. dainna Kunwar and Anari Kunwar 
had been all along in possession of the 
property in dispute since the death of 
Bhagwan Singh and since the death of 
Ml. Anari Kunwar. Jamna Kunwar had 
alone been in possession; the plaintiffs bad 
never been in possession of the ])roperty. 
The lower Appellate Court has also held 
that the plaintiffs never have been in 
possession. Viewed then from the stand¬ 
point taken by Mt. Jamna Kunwar in the 
written statement, the deed of gift was a 
deed of gift of tbo property in dispute 
executed by her when in possession of the 
property, by whatever means thab posses¬ 
sion was obtained. The deed was a deed 
executed by Mt. Anari Kunwar then in 
possession of her deceased husband’s estate 
and assented to by 2It. Jamna Kunwar, 
the next reversioner, in favour of the pre¬ 
sent plantitfs who were then reversioners 
and now are the next revorsioners. 

A great deal of argument was addressed 
to the Court upon the ground that 
when Mt. Jamna Kunwar executed the 
deed of gift, she was trying to effect a 
transfer of a right in expectancy. Such 
transfer is forbidden by the Transfer of 
Property Act and in consequence, it was 
urged, conveyed no title of any kind bo 
the plaintiffs. It seems to mo that this is 
practically an attempt to get this Court to 
look at the transaction from a wrong point 
of view. In Ramplial liai v. Tula Kuari 
(l), a Full Berchof this Court did bold 
thab the consent of the heir-presumptive 
to an alienation was nob sufficient to 
defeat the rights of a more remote rever¬ 
sioner. The view taken by this 


(1) (1883) 6 All. 110=1883 A.W.N. 293. 


168 Allahabad 


Ghasi Ram v. Mt. Debi 


1915 


Court was considered by their Lordships 
of the Privy Council in Bajrangi Singh 
V, Manokornika Bakhsh Singh (2^ Their 

Lordships, however, held that the 
view taken by this High Court in the 
former case is at variance with the prin¬ 
ciple itself, and is not in accordance with 
the practice in other parts of India in which 
the Mitakshara Law prevails-’’ They 
considered that the Allahabad High Court 
was trying to establish an unnecessary 
limitation upon the widow’s power of 
alienation. They preferred to follow the 
view taken in Radha Shyam Si7‘car v. 
Jog R(cm Senapati (3), where it was held 
that ordinarily the consent of the whole 
body of persons constituting the next re¬ 
version should be obtained, though there 
may be cases in which special circum¬ 
stances may render the strict enforcement 
of this rule impossible.” 

In the present case Mt. Jamna Kunwar 
was the next heir-presumptive ; she 
beyond all doubt consented to the transfer 
and is no longer entitled to oppose the 
same. 

I agree with tlio lower Appellate Court 
that when the deed was executed and 
under the circumstances in wlucli it was 
executed, Alt. Anari Kunwar could 
surrender her life interest in the estate, 

if Alt. Jamna Kunwar consented to the 
transfer. 

I accordingly dismiss this appeal with 
costs, wliich in this Court will include fees 
on the higher scale, 

.ipjyeal distiiisscJ. 
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TUDJiAhk AND KapiqU!:, JJ. 

Glutsi J:a>n and PlaintilVs-Ap¬ 

pellants 


Ah. Di’bi and an ther — Dofondants-Res- 
pondonts. 

Krsfc A|)|K'al No. .121) of lOi;). ,)oci,loil 
on 7th April, IIH-), from the decision of 
the Suh-J..Agra, dated LStii Juno, i;)13. 

I7md« Law—Joiyit faviilit—Propertg aapiired 
by gift IS separate—Burh'n of proof is on thefn 
irho allege it asjoint~Xo lien on it for marriano 
c vpcnscs exists. 


Prima/acie a property acquired under a gift 
by one member of a joint Hindu family belongs 
exclusively to him; if other members of the 
family allege that it was treated as joint family 
property it Is for them to prove it. 

The fact that the expenses of the marriage of 
tbit member of the family, ia whose favour the 
gift had been made, were met out of the joint 
family funds, gives the joint family no lien on 
the gifted property. 

S. K. Dar —for Appellants. 

■4* -P. Dube —for Respondents. 

Judgment; —The geneological tree 
which is set out in the judgment of the 
Court below will explain the relationship 
between the parties. The plaintiffs are 
some of the members of the family of 
Chiranji Lai. They sue as against Alt, 
Debi, the widow of Narain and mother of 
Gopal Das, and they also implead other 
members of the family who have not join¬ 
ed them in the suit. Their case is that 

the family was joint family and that the 

property situated in the three villages 
Baranda, Marhakar and Garhi Chaudvaman 
is tho joint family property, that Debi 
as widow of Narain and mother of Gopal 
Das had no title whatsoever to any share 
therein, that she only had a light of 
inaintonauco, that her name was entered 
in tlie Govornmont records for tho purpose 
of consolation only, that by reason of that 
entry she liad sued for and obtained a 
decree for pvolits of a portion of tho estate 
and that she had applied for partition of 
another portion. Tho plaintiffs, there¬ 
fore, came into Court asking for a 
declaration that tho property was the 
]troporty of tlio joint family and 
tlio dofondaub, Alt. Debi, had no title 
whatsoever thereto. In asking for this 
relief the plaintiffs also said tint if in the 
Court’s opinion they wore not in legal 
possession of tlio property, then tho Court 
might put them into possession and that 
tho\' wore ready aiul willing to pay the 
Court foe in respect thereto.' Alt. 
Dehi’s defoneo was that her husband, 
Narain, had separated from his hrothor in 
his life time, that she hold tho tu'opertieg 
of Ikvranda and Marhakar as the mother 

of a separated Hindu. In regard to tho 

property of Garhi Chandrauian slio plead¬ 
ed that tho property was her stridhan, 
that at the time of her marriage her grand¬ 
mother and brother had gifted this proper¬ 
ty to her, hut that the deed of gift was 
executed iu tho iiaino of her luisband, 
Narain, in whoso name tho property stood 
and after him in tho name of Gopal Das 
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his son. She also pleaded that the plain¬ 
tiffs were not in possession and were not 
■entitled to a declaration in view of the 
terms of S. 42 of the Specific Relief Acb. 
Four issues were framed, one as to the 
value of the property with which we are 
not concerned. Issue No. 2 is whether 
S. 42 is a bar to the suit. Issue No. 3, is 
the property in suit joint property of the 
parties or separated property ? Issue 
No. 4, did defendant get Garhi Chandra- 
man property from her mother and her 
brother and is it ancestral property ? The 
defendant gave evidence as to the alleged 
reparation. The Court below rejected 
that evidence as valueless and held that 
the family was a joint family. In respect 
to the properties in Baranda and Marha- 
l^ar it held that they were joint family 
property. In respect to the property in 
Garhi Chandraraan it held that this 
property had been gifted to Narain, that 
it was his separate property, that it des¬ 
cended to his son and from his son to the 
defendant, Mt, Debi. It held, that 
by reason of the decree for profits which 
Mt. Debi had obtained (which profits 
had been paid by the plaintiffs) and 
also by reason of the fact that Garhi 
Chandraman was in the possession of the 
defendant and not of the plaintiffs, that the 
plaintiffs’ suit for declaration was barred 
by S. 42 of the Specific Relief Act and, 
therefore, it dismissed the suit in toto. 
The plaintiffs have come here on appeal. 
It is urged that in view of the circum¬ 
stances of the case and the fact that the 
plaintiffs are what has been termed col¬ 
lecting co-sharers i.e., co-sharers who col¬ 
lect the income from the tenants, that it 
was unnecessary for the plaintiffs to sue for 
anything else beyond a declaration at least 
in respect to the two villages, Baranda 
and Marhakar. It is urged that even if 
that were necessary, the plaintiffs had all 
along been perfectly willing to pay neces¬ 
sary Court-fees and that their suit ought 
not to have been dismissed without giving 
them a chance of paying the necessary fee. 
In regard to Garhi Chandraman it is urged 
that as the gift to Narain had been made 
at the time of the marriage, the property 
belonged to the joint family because the 
expenses of the marriage had been met out 
of joint family funds. On behalf of the 
respondent it has been urged that the 
■evidence on the record clearly proves the 
separation of Narain from his brother and 
that on this ground also the plaintiffs’ 
suit ought to have been dismissed. In so 


far as the actual facts are concerned, we 
have no hesitation whatsoever in agreeing 
with the Court below that the alleged 
separation between Narain and bis bro¬ 
ther is not proved. A perusal of the evi¬ 
dence is quite sufficient to show that the 
statement of the witnesses is not worth 
the paper on which it is • written. The 
presumption is in favour of jointness and 
it was for the defendant to prove the al¬ 
leged separation. In our opinion she has 
utterly failed to do so. In regard to the 
village Garhi Chandraman we cannot 
accept the argument which is now put be¬ 
fore us. The gift was clearly a gift in the 
name of Narain. The fact that Narain’s 
marriage expenses were met out of joint 
family funds gave the joint family no lien 
on the gifted property. Of course it was 
perfectly possible for this gifted property 
to have been treated by the family as 
such. But if this were the case it was 
the plaintiffs’ duty to prove it by evidence. 
Priynnfacie the gift to Narain made 
Narain the sole owner of the property, 
which would descend to his son and on 
his son’s death to his widow. Prima facie 
it was not joint family property at all. It 
was for the plaintiffs to prove that it 
had been treated as such. But on 
that point they have not given any 
evidence whatsoever. In regard to this 
village we are of opinion that the decision 
of the Court below was perfectly correct. 
There remains the question of S. 42 of the 
Specific Relief Act in respect to the 
villages Baranda and Marhakar. Mt, Debi 
sued for her share of the profits of one of 
these villages. Her name being recorded 
in the Government papers the Revenue 
Court was bound to decree her claim. The 
fact that she sued is an admission that the 
opposite party was collecting the income 
of the property. Therefore, in so far as 
legal possession of a zemindar is concerned 
the actual possession was in the hands of 
the plaintiffs. We do not think that the 
mei'e fact that Mt. Debi sued and obtained 
her share of the profits from the opposite 
party would be sufficient reason for forcing 
the plaintiffs to bring a suit for possession. 
The question of title could only be decid¬ 
ed in one way in the Revenue Court by 
reason of the provisions of the Tenancy 
Act. Otherwise it would have been open 
then to the plaintiffs to contest Mt. Debi’s 
title to the share which stood in her name. 
This is one of those cases in which it is 
difficult to say which party is in posses¬ 
sion. But in any case the action of the 
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lower Court was wrong in dismissing the 
suit in view of the fact that the plaintiffs 
had in their plaint offered to pay the 
necessary Court-fee. In the circumstances 
of the case however, we are of opinion tliat 
it was unnecessary for the plaintiffs to 
sue for anything more than a declarat ion 
The result, therefore, is that the plaintiffs’ 
suit will be decreed in respect to the pro¬ 
perties in Mozas Baranda and Marhakav 
i.e., the declaration for which they ask is 
granted. In regard to the property of G:irhi 
Chandrainan the suit will stand dismissed. 
Parties will pay and receive costs in 
proportion to failure and success in both 
Courts. 

Appeal partly allowed. 
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CHAMIER AXD PlG‘JOTT, JJ. 

Manoratii Choiihe aad others —Plaintiffs- 
Appollants 

V. 

Mt. Snvicra and others —Dofondants’ 

Respondents. 

First Appeal No. of 1011. decided 
on loth I’ol^ruary, lOlo, from the order of 
Addl. Snl)-J., Corakiipur, dated Pith Mav, 
19 M. 

U. P. La nd n-v.oiue Act HI [ of 1901). -pll 
(^)—Suit by reiein^ioncr for share SH\ii‘:t of yard 
lion is 7iot barred. 


A suit ill v.hi'li the pbiint ill cliiiin^ to liwo 
become eiitillicl, by inJii riliinco a.-i ro\orsionarv 
Loir, t() ii slij'.ro which li id bi'cn tl ah. with iu 
a pnrlicular way at .i pati ilji n. ia not bai r. d bv 
S. (IG C'f ihc [’. 1' Land Ueveruo Act ll( of 

11)01. (8 I. 0. S07. Dis' } I’. 170. f. 2 


Ilaribau^i Sahai —for Appellants, 

M. Tj. .l;/ro'/ri//(t — for Rospondonts. 

^ Judgment: was a suit for 

aion of a cort.-iin : ■iniadj;-} share, wit!' 
regard to wliich it is '^ullislout to s,iy that 
it was made up of s'laro^ whieh had at ivk 
time I’OiOuged t,i) two hro'duM’s uaiuod 
Bliola and K'un llarak, n’ho suit was oon- 
tosted on '^ornowhat dit'l'eront grounds h\ 
two sots ()| dofouiiants and the ploolimi' 
raised a nuiuht rof issues of facts and law 
At a late stage of tlui ti i ■ I in the Court ol 
first instance, a special jilei was pub in b^; 
the (’licet filiat the smt as !u*oug]it w.i- 
hat i’od hy S. 9d 1 of ti e lioid l\ winiuo Ac! 
(Local Act Ilf ol I'ddI). An issue ha\’ini 
been framed on this point, the leamoc 
I^Innsit c:nno to tho conclusion that the 
suit was so hanvd. and ho dismissed it 
acconlingly. On npyml tho lower AppoL 


late Court, following out a train of reason¬ 
ing which we do not think it necessary to 
describe in detail, came to the conclusion 
that the suit was barred by the aforesaid 
section in so far as it related to the share 
which had been Ram Harak's, but nob 
barred in respect of the share which had 
been Bhola’s. The learned Additional 
Subordinate Jui^ge accordingly passed an 
order remanding a portion of tho suit, as 
originally brought, for trial on the merits 
unc^er tho provisions of 0. XLI, R. 93, of 
tho Code of Civil Procedure* The plain¬ 
tiffs’ appeal against this order in so far as 
it eonffrms tho dismis-al of a portion of 
their claim, namely the claim relating to 
the shave which had been Ram Harak’s. 
It is oi)vious that no part of tho suit as 
originally brought is barred by S. 233 K 
of tho Land Revenue .\ct. The case of 
Lachman Das v. Jlannman Prasad (1) 
has been misapprehended by the Courts 
below. Tho plaintiff in that suit was seek¬ 
ing to disturb tlie allocation of certain 
lands which had been made at a partition 
before a competent Rovonno Court. In 
tb.e present case tho plaintiffs are not seek¬ 
ing to interfere in any way with the pro¬ 
ceedings of tho partition Convt. They 
claim to bavo become entitled, by inherit 
ance as rt'vcrsionary heirs, to a share 
which hail boon dealt with in a jnrticular 
way at a certain partition. Wliat the 
li’arno 1 Subordinate Julge probably had 
in his mind was the (inestiou whetlier a 
certain order ]>assod hy tho Court effecting 
t'lo pirtiMon might not have tho eff'ect of 
ii's judicata between t!io present parties in 
ro'^imot of a portion of tho idaintitYs’ claim 
or in res]>oeti of one or more of tho ciuestlons 
imb in iss\io between the parties. This 
may or may nob he s \ but the issues of 
titles raised by the idtvxdings roQuiro to be 
tried on tho merits, taking into considera¬ 
tion also what was decided by tho Kevenuo 
Cinirt during tho partition when certain 
(Questions of title wove raised as between 
tho present plaintiffs on tho one hand and 
Mf. Cajvaji. widow of Bhola, on tho other. 
With those remarks wo noeept this appeal, 
sot aside so much of the order of tb.e lower 
Appellate Court as refers to the share of 
Bhel i, and remand tho entire suit to t.ho 
Court eff lirst instance for decision on tho 
merits. Costs of this appeal will bo costs 
in tlie suit. 

accepted. 


(!) ( 1910 ) 8 T. 0 . 607 = 33 All. 109 . 
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Chamier, J. 

Moti Lal —Defendant-Applicant 

V. 

Gangadhar and others —Plaintiffs Ees- 
pendents. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 6 of 1915, decided 
on 20th March 1915, from an order of the 
Sub-Jo Mirzapur. 

Civil P. G., {Vo/1903), S. 110 and 0 20, R. G 
—No recision agaxnsi interlocutory order lies if 
decree in the cate has been passed. 

Where a Subordinate Judge has delivered 
judgment all that remains U the preparation of 
a formal decree, and no revision lies against an 
order on iin interlccutory application. Tho 
remedy of the aggrieved party ia by way of 
appeal against tho decree in the case. 

[P. 171, Col. 2.] 

L, M. Banerji and P, L. Banerji —for 
Appellant. 

S. N, Sen —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—This is an application by 
the defendant in a suit brought against 
him by tho respondents for dissolution of 
partnership and for accounts. The appli¬ 
cation is for revision of an order dismiss¬ 
ing the applicant’s objections to a Re¬ 
ceiver’s report, because the applicant (ailed 
to deposit in Court Rs. 220 as directed by 
the Subordinate Judge. It appears that 
the applicant's objections \Yere filed on 
December the 2nd, 1914, and that he had 
at tlie same time applied for tho issue of 
summonses to witnesses to support liis 
objections. The order passed on that was 

file with the record.” Seven days later 
the case was taken up by the Subordinate 
Judge, who proceeded to examine the 
objections. He evidently came to tlie con¬ 
clusion that many of the objections had 
been put forward in order to gain time 
and to prolong the proceedings, and he 
ordered that the objector should deposit 
Rs. 10 for each objection, or Rs. 220 in 
all to be awai’ded to the plaintiffs and the 
Receiver on account of costs if they ap¬ 
peared to be entitled to costs. The 
applicant having failed to deposit the 
money, bis objections were dismissed. 
The plaintiffs tlieroupon withdrew their 
objections ; the Subordinate Judge accept¬ 
ed the report of the Receiver and directed 
that a decree should be prepared for the 
sums specidod in that report with costs 
and interest. By means of applications to 


this Court the applicant endeavoured to 
delay the preparation of a formal decree ; 
but this attempt was defeated by the other 
side, who managed not only to procure 
the preparation of the decree but also 
arrested the applicant in execution thereof 
even before the formal decree had been 
prepared. The proceedings in this case 
since December the 9tli, 1914, have been 
certainly of an extraordinary character, 
particularly the proceeding in which the 
applicant was, so to speak, made to bet 
Rs. 10 on each of fits objections. If I could 
see my way to interfering with the orders 
that Imve been passed, I should certainly 
do so, though I cannot say what would be 
tiie proper order to pass if the merits of 
the objections were eniuirod into, Under 
S. 115, Civil Procedure Cole, this Court 
may call for tho recovil of any case which 
has been decided by a Subordinate Court 
and in wliich no appeal lies. There has 
been some difference of opinion as to what 
amounts to a case within the meaning of 
this section. But there can be no doubt 
that a case had been decided before this 
application for revision was jn-esentod and 
tliat an appeal lay to this Court. The 
Subordinate Judge had delivered judg¬ 
ment in the case, and all that remained 
was the preparation of a formal decree. It 
is quite impossible for me, consistently 
with the decisions or this Court, to hold 
that this application is maintainable. The 
applicant’s remedy is evidently by way 
of api) 0 al against the decree, and the fact 
so much pressed on me by the applicant 
that an appeal will bo a most expensive 
proceeding is no reason whatovor for allow¬ 
ing this application. 

I accordingly dismiss it with costs. 

AppUcoAion disfiiissed. 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Har Narain and others —Defendants- 
sAppellants 

V. 

Bahoant Singh and others —Plaintiffs- 
Eespondents. 

First Appeal No. 125 of 1914, decided 
on 10th February, 1915, from the oi'der of 
Ist Addl. Dist. J., Aligarh, dated 18th 
July, 1914. 

Agra Tenancy Act (IT of 1901), S. 79—Suit 
between tenants for encroachment is not governed 
by S. 79. 

Oae sob of tenants sued another set that the 
defendants had unlawfully enoroaohed upon 
their bolding and appropriated land belonging 
thereto. The Zemindar bad nothing to do with 
the dispossession : [P. 172, Col. 1.] 

Held, that the suit was not governed by 8. 79 
of the Agra Tenancy Aot. 

Shafi-uz-zaman—iov Appellants. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Eospondonts. 

Judgment :—This is an appeal by the 
defendants against an order of remand 
passed under 0. XLI. K. 2:1, of the Code 
of Civil Procedure. The dispute out of 
tvhich this suit arose was one between 
two sots of tenants with regard to tlio 
boundary between their re3])oetivo hold¬ 
ings. The plaintilVs case is that the 
defoiKlants liavo unlawfully encroached 
upon their holding and approi)riatod laud 
belonging tlioroto. Tiio lirsb Court seems 
somehow to have arrived at the conclusion 
that the defendants iiad dispossessed the 
plaintilfs from a i)orbion of their land 
acting on bolialf of the zemindar'^, so that 
the dispossession must l)o hold to Ivivo 
boon olloctod l)y the zcnLhuJar& and the 
plaintitVs only remedy was one by a suit 
under S. /'.) of the Agra Tenancy Act 
(Pocal Act I [ of PJOL). \Vo agree with 
tlio loarnod Distadet dudgotliat no suit 
under that soetioti could have boon brought 
on the facts stated in the plaint. We 
notice, inoroovor, the lower Ai)pollato 
Couit has found that tliero is nothing to 
show that the zeniindars had anything to 
do with tlio dispossession of the plaintilVs 
from any itortion of their holding. Wo 
dismiss this apjioal with costs. 

Appeal (lisuiisscd, 
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Richards. C. J. and Piggott, J. 

Parma —Applicant-Appellant 

V. 

Nek Ram —Opposite Party-Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 164 of 1914, decided 
on 27th March, 1915, from an order of 
the Dist. J., Agra, dated 18th September, 
1914. 

(a) Probate and Administration Act (P of 
1831), S. oO^Notice is essefilial to set aside order 
of grant of letters of administration . 

An order granting Letters of Administration 
to a particular person should not be canoelled 
without giving him notice. [P. 173, Col. 1,] 

(b) Civil P. 0.. [V of 1903), Ss. 114 and J5I— 
Apart from S. 50 of Act V of 1S31 Court can r«- 
consider order of grant of letters under S. 114 
and ezercise its inherent poiosrs—Probate and 
Administration Act (V of ISSl), S. 50. 

It is open to a District Judge to re-oonalder 
an order granting L?^tters of Administration, 
whether under the provisions of S. 114 or under 
the inherent powers of the Court reoegaizod by 
S. 101 of the Code of Civil Procedure, apart 
altogether from tho provisions of S. 50 of the 
Probate and Administration Aot itself. (iO I.C 
133). [P. 174. Col. 1.] 

(c) Probate and .limiuisfraP'on Act (P of 
13SI), S. 23 — Interest in property of deceased M 
necessary for grant of letters, 

A Court ought uovor to grant Letters of 
Administration to the estate of a deceased person 
without having good primi facie ovidonoe that 
tho applicant has suoh an interest in the estate 
of tho deceased as would entitle him to a grant 
of Letters of Admiulstratlou. A person who 
satisfies the Courc that ho is tho heir or one of 
tho heirs of tho deceased, has suoh an interest. 

creditor aUo has an Interest. [P. 174, Col. 1]. 

Nihal Chand —for Appellant. 

S. K. Das —for Respondent. 

Richards, C. J.: —The facts connected 
witli this appeal are as follows. It is 
allogoJ that one Sanwalia died intestate. 
The property loft by him is said to be 
only a house in a village. Quo Parma ap¬ 
plied for Letters of Administration to the 
estate of deceased and obtained an order 
on ISth of September, 1*)14. Tho order 
was in tho following terms: “ Road appli¬ 
cation from the above named petitioner, 
datcil IStb August, 1914, roiiuesting that 
Letters of Administration to the estate of 
Sanwalia,docoasod. may bograntedto him 
under Act V of 1881. Valued at Rs. 400. 
Onlor : This case has been uncontestod. I 
grant Letters of Administration to Parma 
applicant for tho estate of his deceased 
nopbow Sanwalia; provided that if the 
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valuation of the house made by the Collec¬ 
tor exceeds the amount stated in the 
application the deficiency in fees shall be 
recovered.” It appears that later on the 
same day one Nek Ram came into Court, 
with the result that the learned Judge 
passed the following order: “After passing 
the above ex-parte order a petition has this 
day been filed. I cancel the above order 
and frame the following issue:—Is Parma 
the uncle and heir of the deceased San- 
walia?” Parma has come in appeal to this 
Court, contending that the order grant¬ 
ing him Letters of Administration should 
not have been cancelled by the learned 
Judge without giving him notice. Nek 
Ram’s contention admittedly is that San- 
walia died intestate and without heirs and 
that according to custom, the house reverts 
to him as zemindar. It seems to me that 
Parma having obtained an order granting 
him Letters of Administration, that order 
ought not to have been cancelled 
without giving him notice. This in itself is 
sufficient to dispose of the present appeal, 
I think, however, that it is right to point 
out a few matters to the learned Judge. 
It does not appear upon what evidence, 
if any, the order in favour of Parma was 
made. In my opinion a Court ought 
never to grant Letters of Administration 
to the estate of a deceased person without 
having good prima facie evidence that the 
applicant has such an interest in the 
estate of the deceased as jvould entitle 
him to a grant of Letters of Administra¬ 
tion. A person who satisfies the Court 
that he is the heir, or one of the heirs, of 
the deceased has such an interest. A 
creditor also has an interest. In an insol¬ 
vent’s estate the creditor’s interest is 
even greater than that of the heirs. I 
think even assuming that Parma had 
satisfied the Court that he bad an 
interest as one of the heirs of the 
deceased, it ought to have ordered 
him to give security for the due 
administration of the estate of the deceas¬ 
ed. I think also that it is a wise precau¬ 
tion for the Court to have clear evidence 
as to who are the other persons interested 
in the estate and as a general rule, to 
direct that such persons should get notice 
either that the application has been made 
or at least that the application for Letters 
of Administration has been allowed. The 
question whether^or not the zemindar Nek 
Ram has such an “interest" as will entitle 
him to oppose the grant of Letters of 
Administration, will probably arise. It 


seems to me that Nek Ram has no “in¬ 
terest” in the estate of the deceased. His 
contention is that the moment Sanwalia 
died without heirs the house reverted to 
him. It is contended on behalf of Nek 
Ram that if Letters of Administration are 
once granted to Parma, the result would 
be that under the provisions of S. 14 and 
S. 59 the zemindar will never afterwards 
be allowed to say that Sanwalia died 
without heirs. If this is really the result of 
the provisions of the sections I have men¬ 
tioned, it certainly would seem only just 
to allow Nek Ram an opportunity of con¬ 
testing that Parma is the heir of the 
deceased. I, however, do not think that 
we are called upon to decide this question 
in the present appeal. I would set aside 
the order of the learned District Judge 
cancelling the order granting Letters of 
Administration and send the case back to 
him, directing him to send notice of the 
objection of Nek Ram to Parma and then 
to proceed to consider the matter accord¬ 
ing to law. 

Piggott, J. I entirely concur in what 
the learned Chief Justice has said and in 
the order proposed by him. It is only in 
regard to one matter that I wish to add a 
few words. In the arguments addressed 
to us in support of this appeal, it seemed 
to me that in the background of the 
appellant s case there lay the contention 
that^ he was in the position of a person 
holding Letters of Administration which • 
could not be revoked at all, except under 
the provisions of S. 50 of the Probate and 
Administration Act, V of 1881. Now no 
doubt the Court which has granted 
Letters of Administration has jurisdiction 
to take action under that section. Rut in 
the circumstances of the present case it is 
clear that other points would have to be 
considered before the case could be tied 
down to the provisions of that particular 
section. In the matter of an application 
for Probate or Letters of Administration, 
it is often impossible to apply strictly 
those rules of the Code of Civil Procedure 
which govern ex parte proceedings in cases 
where there is a defendant named at the 
very outset, on whom notice is required 
to be served. Neverthelejs the Court; 
possesses, as is recognised by S. 151 of the! 
Code of Civil Procedure, inherent powers! 
to make such orders as may be necessary 
for the ends of justice, or to prevent the^ 
abuse of the process of the Court. When' 
Nek Ram laid his petition before the* 
Court, what he desired to contend was 



.174 Allahabad 


Kallu V . Paebhu Lal (Knox, J.) 


1915 


that he was entitled to be heard before 
any Letters of Administration were grant¬ 
ed to Parma at all. He ‘still desires to 
raise this point in spite of the fact that an 
ex parte order allowing Parma’s appli¬ 
cation had been pissed before he was able 
to lay his petition before the Court. I 
only wish to say that it will be open to 
the learned District Judge when the 
matter comes back to him, to consider 
whether under the provisions of S. II4. or 
under the inherent powers of the Court 
recognised iiy S. 151 of the Code of Civil 
Procodure. ho can or ought to recoo- 
qider his ex p'lrtc order in favour of Parma 
apart altogether from t;ri provisions pf 
S. 50 of the Probato and Administration 
Act itself. 

Richardas, C, J T agree with what 
my learned colleague has said. 

By the Court :—T'lo order is that we 
allow tlio appeal, sot aside the order of the 
Court holow and remand tlio ca<o to that 
Court for tri ll ac'jordiug to law. CvHts 
will ho costs in tho cause. 

Appeal allowe L 
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Kalla and another —Djfondants-Appel- 
lauts 

V. 

Parhha -riaintirf-Hospondont. 

Second Apjioal No. 1)7 ) of 1011. decid¬ 
ed on iUh Poliruary, 1015, from tho 
decision of Second Addl. J., Aligarh. 

Contract Act {IX of S. lO-Burdenof 

proof of iindiie injlmncc ou cxccniint a'i'-cnco 

of other circwnstanca ^Chinee of {'ompoun Ung 

criminal case dor’s iiot creVc nndue inihicn.'c. 

WhcTO fi kahuA'.it n-^istrr d tlicoo dav 9 after 
itfl execution coiif liiud uoHiing in Iho docu¬ 
ment itf.eU to sli iw lb tit was a hirdbirr.ou 
or otlu rwiso of an IXii:vtar.\ it is for the 
cxGculint to prove IhiL it w.ir? . xic.Ucd u d'r 
unduo inlluonco. Tb) f'.ot llrit ooinaound- 
ublo criminal case p ndiu'; lulw.- a Ibo 

p:'rtiea ioni iho pro.'?eeutPn wai road) toooni- 
p )Und tho olfonc.) and to withdraw iboch irf^o 
it 111'. 1 : i’ all ?/ w.n I X 'OuU d and that Iho exo* 
eati 5 ut V.';r ad V t 1 o.\''ouLc i t on c»)nditurn o( 
ihe wiihdrawil of i ho ebargo, wonld u »t lead to 
tho ru'cobf'arv iiiferei'cc lb a tho other sido was 
in !i J) -duoii to d iminal-i the will of tb ' ixocut- 
i'!il liiid fh.a bo u ••d thil position to ohtMu an 
un !ai r ad v.snta(;o uoou him. \U. J'ih lit.). 

I r. I7f», rob ‘2.J 

11 aril) N.'/' </- -feiv Aiipcll -.iils. 

Judgment:—This is an hrougl^t 

by Kallu and Karamat-ul-lah who wove 
(lofoiulaiits in tho Court of first instnuco. 


The plaintiff was one Pavbhu Lal. The 
lower Appellate Court has found unon 
evidence certain matters to which T shall 
presently refer, and tho learned Vakil 
who appeared for the appellants has more 
than once stated in his argument that he 
accepts the findings of fact as found by 
the lower .Appellate Court. His conten¬ 
tion is that the lower Appellate Court 
has drawn wrong inferences of law, and 
not that it has arrival at wrong findings 
of fact. It is adiuittol in the case that 
the appellants executed a kabnUat on the 
4th of Novemher, 193 ). in favour of the 
respondent and that that k tbnliat was 
afterwards registei'ed. 

The findings of fact arc tliat one Abdul¬ 
lah was co-sharer in the viilago, that the 
land in suit was Abdullah's sir land, that 
Abdullah’s proprietary rights passed by 
sale to Alunad Bux and that Alimad Bux 
in turn transferred the rights, wliabever 
they wore, to tho respondent. The result 
of all these transactions was that Abdul¬ 
lah became an ox proprietary tsnant of 
this land. After becoming ex-proprietary 
tenant Abdullah sub let those tenant rights 
to tlio appellants. Ijitor on tho respon¬ 
dent ejected Abdullah on tho ord of 
Angush, 1903. With that oiGi^tm''iit of 
Atidnllah wont the tenant rights of the 
])ersons to whom Abdullah liad sub let 
Idiom, nC'. the appellants. Throe months 
after this had cimo and gone tlio appel¬ 
lants executed tho kabaliat in favour of 
the resiiondent. It is n.it easy at Grab 
sight to see how this position can be gob 
out of but his arguments addressed bo me 
have lioeu vory ingenious. 

They avo (1) tint w’.uiii Abdullah was 
ejeotod" tbo tenant rights of Abdullah ouur- 


e.l in favour of all the co sharers. Tho 
ippellants wore two of such co sharers, I 
lieiieve t-hore wove eight in all. and the 
tenants’ rights enured p.irtly in favour of 
other ei s'narers iuldu niah i''. It is nob 
e:is\’ to see w)i it follows from tins argu- 
m ‘lO, 'The nositio!! laid down is unassail- 


ahlo ; it amounts to this and ho more, 


•hat tho ;i)ii)ellants by reason of being co- 
durers of tho whole ni ihal bee.nue co- 
diirors of tho rights vested iu Abdullah, 
lolhing move. 

i n tho (Murso of tho delivery of tins 
u lpnnit I was infovme.l tint wliat the 
ovpnn-'Mt meant was th.it upm t!\o oject- 
UvUit. o\ .Vhdul’ah tho ex propriotavy rights 
if Alululbih beeame oxtinguished and tho 
land which Abdullah hold became ordi¬ 
nal v land. Tress tliisas far as it can bo 
* 
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pressed, ib will not extend to the necessa¬ 
ry inference that the appellants became 
tenants or joint tenants in the land in 
dispute. In the course of the argument 
allusion was made to the evidence of the 
patwari, who is said to have stated that 
this land became the Jcas/i*. of all the pro 
prietors. This may or may not be a 
correct interpretation of what the patio iri 
did say. The mere fact that land Nvas 
written down in the pativari papers as 
khitdkasht land will not make that land 
khudkhasht, more than an entry in the 
patwari papers will be required to estab¬ 
lish this, when disputed, as in this case. 

Then the second contention is that the 
appellants never got possession. The lower 
Appellate Court has considered this ques¬ 
tion and finds that the land covered by 
the kabuliat is cultivated by the appel¬ 
lants or their relatives. This is tantamount 
■to a fiuciing that the kThuliat was acted 
upon. Bub there is still further conten¬ 
tion and that is that the kabuliat is void. 

^ f 

inasmuch as it was executed under undue 
influence and my attention was directed 
to_ S. 16 of Act IX of 1872. This 
point also did not escape the considera¬ 
tion of the lower Appellate Court. That 
Court found itself unable to deal with 
this issue and referred to the Court of 
first instance the following issues: — 

‘ Whether the defendants executed the 
said kabuliat, dated the 4bh November, 
1909, through undue influence, and was 
that influence exercised by the plaintiff or 
by anybody else acting on his behalf?’' 
In the order of remand the Court was 
directed to take such additional evidence 
as may be necessary for a proper decision. 
The finding returned was that the defen¬ 
dants were unduly ioflaauced to execute 
the kabuliat; because there was a criminal 
case pending between the parties under 
Ss. 352 and 447 of the Indian Pen-il 
Code and tlia plaintiff said ho would not 
withdraw it unlo'^s blio defendants execut¬ 
ed the kahnliat. The lower Appellate Court 
considered this finding and disagreed with 
it. It held that if the defendants agreed 
to execute tlie kabuliat on the Ist Novem¬ 
ber, 1909, because the plaintiff withdrew 
his charges against them under those 
sections, it was not undue influence but 
consideration and that the dafendau'rs 
were the gainers by the kabuliat, because 
they had otherwise no right to hold the 
'land in question. Section 16 lays down 
that a contract is said to be induced by 


undue influence’ where the relations 
subsisting l)etwe8n the parties are such 
that ono of the parties is in a position to 
dominate the will of the other and uses 
that position to obtain an unfair advan¬ 
tage over the other.” The criminal case 
was a charge of offences imnishable under 
Ss. 447 and 352. Neither offence is 
a grave charge and both the offences are 
offences which the law permits parties to 
compound. Seeing that this particular 
kabuliat was both executed and registered 
some three diys after ib w'as executed, 
the burden of proving undue influence 
would lie on the appollants. The words 
of S. IGcfAct TX of 1872 avo important; 
they go on to say that “where a person who 
is in a position to dominate the will of 
another enters into a contract with him, 
and the transaebiou appears, on the face of 
it or on the evidence adduced, to be un¬ 
conscionable, the burden'of proving that 
such contract was not induced by undue 
influence shall lie upon the person in a 
position to dominate the will of the 
other.” The words themselves show that 
this Cd. 3 a])plies only to a transaction 
which on the face of it or on the evidence 
adduced appears to be unconscionable. 
It would be a very long step indeed to 
take to say that, under tlie circumstances 
which have been found by the lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court that tile execution of this 
k ibuliat would be an unconscionable 
transaction. The probability is that the 
respondent was for some re-isou very 
anxious to gat this kabuliat executed, but 
there i9 nothing in ths ko-buliat itself to 
show that it was a hird birgain or other¬ 
wise of an exacting nature, even if vve go 
so far and hold that a criminal case of a 
nature hero represented had sju’ung up 
between the parties. The fact that the 
prosecutor was ready to compound tlio 
offences ar,d to withdraw the cliarges if 
the kabuliat was executed and that the 
appellants were ready to execute the kahu- 
Hat on condition of t!io witlidrawal of the 
charges, would not lead to the necessary 
inference that the respondent was in a 
position to dominate the will of the appol 
l ints and _ that ho used that position to 
obtain an unfair advantage upon them. 
The ap')sllant3 are Muhammadans, the 
respondent is a Hindu an .l a 'inaha jan. 
There is nothing to show that there had 
been v^ny previous money tvinsactions 
lietwoen the parties and that they, there¬ 
fore, started in this race unfairly. This 
Court has had occasion to consider this 
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very question in Goberdhan Das v. jai 
Kislien Das (l). That case, it is true, was 
decided before S. 16 of the Indian Con¬ 
tract Act had been amended, but the 

% 

amendment does not seem to make this 
case without value as a precedent. The 
observations of the Chief Justice, Sir 
Arthur Straohey, lay down w'hat is meant 
by undue influence. The learned Chief 
Justice says, referring to that particular 
case : “I have no doubt that at the time 
when he executed the submission he was 
to some extent, at all events, in fear of the 
criminal proceedings, but be does not say 
a word to suggest the conclusion that the 
plaintiff or any one else took advantage of 
his state of mind to apply any pressure or 
exercise any influence to procure his con¬ 
sent. It cannot be held that a state of 
fear by itself constitutes undue influence. 
Assuming a state of fear amounting to 
mental distrees which enfeebles tlie mind, 
there must further bo action of some kind, 
the emi)loyment of pressure or influence 
by or on bolialf of the other party to the 
agreement.” Nothing of this kind has 
been alleged or proved in the present case, 
and I hold that the lower Appellate Court 
was right in its finding that the execution 
of the kabuliat was not brouglit about by 
undue influence on the part of the respon¬ 
dent. 

One moro contention was pressed before 
mo and tliat was that the respondent was 
not entitled to bring this caso without 
joining as ])arties to tlio caso tlio other co- 
sharers. Section l‘Jl of Act II of 1‘JOi was 
cited in support of this contention, also 
that if tlio respondent could sue alone ho 
was not entitled to recover anything move 
than his share of tho rent. But tliis con¬ 
tention entirely overlooks the finding that 
a s])ocial kabuliat lias boon executed and 
registered in favour of tlio respondent. 
Tho respondent is suing upon that regis¬ 
tered kabuliat to which ho and none of 
tho other co-sharors was a party. Tlio 
caso aiipoars to mo to fall under Cl. ‘J 
of S. Idi. There was a special contract 
between tlio jiartios, tho respondent was 
entitled to recover separately his share of 
tho rent ]>ayal)lo by tho appellants. It 
would ho for the lair.b.ifdar and tho co- 
sharors to consider wliother they are en¬ 
titled to any part of this rent and to sue 
for it, if necossary. 


None of the other pleas in the memo¬ 
randum of appeal were pressed before me. 
In the course of the argument my atten¬ 
tion was drawn to the case of Lal Maho¬ 
med V. Kallanus (2). I do not propose to 
say how far I agree with the learned 
Judges of the Calcutta High Court, but 
the case cited seems to me dead against 
the appellants. The learned Judges are- 
careful to say that in S. 116 of Act I of 
1872 the W'ords “ at the beginning of the 
tenancy ” only apply to cases in which 
tenants are put into possession of the 
tenancy by the person to whom they have^ 
attorned, and not to cases in which tho 
tenants have previously been in posses¬ 
sion. So far as the tenancy in this case 
is concerned, the appellants had nob been 
previously in possession of the tenancy. 
As I pointed out in another part of this 
judgment, they may have been co-sharers 
but they were not co-sharei's of this parti¬ 
cular piece of land. The act which put 
him in possession was the act of tho 
respondent following upon the registered 
kabuliat, 

I dismiss the appeal. 

Appeal dismissed^ 


(1) (1000) 0-2 All. 2.M = 100a A. W. X. TiO. 
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Tudball, J, 

Zorawar —Applicant 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Reference No. 216 of 1915, 
deoided on 26tb March 1915, made by the 
S. J», Agra. 

Criminal P. C. (1898), S. 122 —Police officer's 
report is no evidence—Magistrate must en¬ 
quire, 

A Magistrate called for a report from the Sub- 
Inspector of Police as well as from the Tahsildar 
as to the fitness of particular persons to act as 
sureties in a case : the Tahsildar reported in the 
affirmative and the Sub-Inspector in the negative, 
The Magistrate accepting the report of the Police 
Sub-Inspector declined to accept the sureties ; 

Held, that the report of the Police Officer was 
not admissible in evidence and that it was the 
duty of the Magistrate to have taken evidence as 
to what was the basis of that report and he 
should have come to a decision thereon him¬ 
self. [P, 177, C. 2]. 

FaOIS appear from the following 
Criminal Reference made by the Sessions 
Judge of Agra: 

Repbbeing Order. 

Zorawar was ordered by a Deputy 
Magistrate of the Muttra District to fur¬ 
nish security for good behaviour under 
Section 118 of the Criminal Procedure 
Code. Two persons offered themselves 
as sureties. The Deputy Magistrate called 
for a report from the Tahsildar as to the 
sufficiency of the secority offered, and also 
as to the fitness of these persons to act as 
sureties. The Tahsildar recorded the evi* 
denoe of siz witnesses who all stated that 
these two persons were men of position 
and respectability and were in every way 
fit to act as sureties and he also found that 
the security offered by them was sufficient. 
The Deputy Magistrate also called for a 
report from the Sub-Inspector of the 
Police circle in which Zorawar lives. The 
Sub-Inspector reported that one of the 
persona was a nephew of Zorawar and that 
the other appeared to be associated with 
Zorawar in bis criminal practices. The 
Deputy Magistrate thereupon, ignoring 
the report of the Tahsildar and accepting 
the report of the Sub-Inspector, passed 
an order declining to accept the security 
offered. It is clear that the procedure of 
the Deputy Magistrate was illegal. He 
should not have come to a decision as to 
the fitness or unfitness of the persons to 
act as sureties merely on a one-sided re¬ 
port of the Sab-Inspector, which was not 
evidence. It was for the Magistrate him- 
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self to make enquiries as to their fitness. 
The Magistrate appears to be unaware of 
the ruling of the Allahabad High Court, 
Emperor v. Pirthipal Singh (1), which 
was followed in the oases of Emperor v. 
Tota (2) and Emperor v. Balwant (3). 

Judgment. —In so far as the Magis¬ 
trate's order refusing to accept the sureties 
is concerned, that order must be set aside. 
It is so obviously based upon the report of 
the Police, which is no evidence in the 
matter. In the evidence on the record 
there is no reason whatsoever to be dis¬ 
covered why the sureties should not be 
accepted. If any information wis derived 
from the Police report, it was the duty of 
the Magistrate to have taken evidence as 
to what was the basis of that report and 
he should have come to a decision there¬ 
on himself. I, therefore, accept the re- 
ference. I set aside the order of the 
Magistrate and direct that the sureties 
offered be accepted, the necessary bond be 
taken and Zorawar released from prison. 
In regard to what the learned Sessions 
Judge has siid in reference to alterations 
in the record of the case, I express no 
opinion, nor is it necessary for me to do 
so. 

Order set aside, 

(1) (1898) A.W.N. 154. 

(2) (1903) 25 All. 272 «1903 A.W.N. 36. 

(3> (1904) 27 All. 293*1 A. L. J. G01«190l 
A. W. N. 231*1 Cr. L. J. 912. 
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Knox, J. 

Dodraj and others — Defendants—Ap¬ 
pellants 

V. 

Mst, iVaf/io—'Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No, 187 of 1915, deoided 
on 23rd February 1915, from the decision 
of the Dist. J , Shabjabanpur, dated 29th 
September 1915. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1909), O. 41, /?. 26—Findings 
returned by lower Court are not finals even 
though objections not filed. 

Order XLT, Rule 26, of the Civil Procedure 
Code, 1938, provides that after the expiration of 
the period fixed by the Appellate Court to file 
objections to the finding returned by the Court 
of firs!: instance, it should proceed to determine 
the appeal. The effect of not presenting a 
memorandum of objection? within the period 
fixed is not that the finding becomes final: the 
Appellate Court can still go behind and upset 
it. [P. 178. C. 1.] 

Uochmi Narain —for Appellants, 
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Judgment. —The lower Appellate 
Court haa found upon evidence that 
aammat Natho was the dharona wife of 
Ohet Ram and his heir. This finding is 
attacked in appeal. The contention is 
that the lower Appellate Court has erred 
in law in setting aside a finding returned 
by a lower Court when no objections had 
been taken in respect of it. 

The lower Appellate Court had sent 
back to the Court of first instance this 
issue Is the plaintiff the widow of Chet 
Ram ? If it is found that her statement 
is true* there should also be a finding whe¬ 
ther the dharona form is a valid form of 
marriage ? 

The Court of first instance found that 
Musammat Natho was not the widow of 
Chet pam. It does not appear why it 
went on to consider the second of the 
issues returned to it, but it did, and it found 
that dharona was a prevalent form of 
marri ige among Hindus. 

A definite time was given for taking ob¬ 
jections to these findings—no objection 
was taken within the time given. 

The position before the lojcer Appellate 
Court then was this. T.vo findings had 
been returned by the Gout t of first ins¬ 
tance, one finding undor autiiority given, 
the Boooud finding without authority given; 
but both findings only entitled to such 
weight as attaches to findings by a Court 
of first instance upon any issue ht- 
fore it. No finding of a Court of first 
instance on a question of fact is a finding 
of fact behind which the lower Appellate 
Court cannot go. Order XLI, Rule G, 
never says that after the expiration of the 
period fixed for presenting a memorandum 
of oljjuctions, tho finding becomes final. 

It is easily conceived that a Court of 
first instrnoe might return findings pro- 
postorouB on tho face of thorn and that for 
some cause, negligence or otherwise, no 
objection is taken within the period fixed ; 
is the lower Appellate Court, which is a 
final Court m questions of fact, to bo 
bound by a finding on the face of it pre¬ 
posterous? AH that this Order XLT, 
Rule 6, says is that after the expiration of 
the period fixed the Appellate Court 
should proceed to determine tho appeal. 
The Appellate Court is rospousiblo for its 
finding and cannot shift tho responsibility 
upon any one else. Tho present case is 
very like tho case I bavo just montionod. 
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The Court found Musammat Natho was 
not a dharona wife, but it also found that 
dharona was a prevalent form of 
marriage. 

The lower Appellate Court in proceed¬ 
ing to determine the appeal found that the 
evidence in favour of Musammat Natho 
being a dharona wife was far more pre¬ 
ferable than the evidence on the other 
side. This being the case, I hold that 
the lower Appellate Court would have 
failed in its duty and would have arrived 
at a wrong conclusion of fact on evidenoe, 
if it had blindly followed the Court of first 
instance. 

The lower Appellate Court has arrived 
at its finding of fact upon evidence and in 
second appeal I have no right to go behind 
it. I dismiss the appeal. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Knox, J. 

^fulla — Applicant 

v. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn, No. 159 of 1915, de¬ 
cided on 8bh April 1915, from an order of 
the S.J., Cawnpore. 

Penal Code (45 of 1S60), S. 456— Stranger 
caught inside house at 2 a. ni. having entered 
by a closed door xvith criminal intent is guilty of 
S. A56’^Burden of proving honest intention is 
an accused. 

The accused who was a complete stranger was 
found inside the couiplainani's house at 2 A.M. 
in the morning having entered the house by a 
door which the eompiainant had taken car* to 
secure at night. When arrested, the accused 
said that he had goue inside tho house in con¬ 
nection with an illegal intimacy with the com- 
plainaut’s aunt, who was a widov«:[P. 179, C. 1.] 

Heldf that the accused was guilty under S. 456 
of the Penal Code. Held, furthor, that as the 
intent with which he went inside was a matter 
within the knowhdgo of the accused, the burden 
of proving that his intention was an honest 
intention lay on him. (P. 179, C. 1.) 

Kailas Nath —for Applicant. 

Malcomson —for tho Crown. 

Judga lent. —^The facts found in this 
case arc us follows: Suraj Kumar, a 
Brahmin and cultivator loft his house on 
the 26th of December 1914. His intention 
was to catch a train and go into Cawnpore. 
Ho took the precaution of having his 
house carefully closed for the night. Ho 
returned, having missed his tram, sooio- 
whore about 2 a.M. Ho found tho door 
whioh had boon seouroly closed wide open* 
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He says that somewhere inside his house, 
he caught] hold of Mulla, a gadatia^ who 
was trying to escape and that on Mulla’s 
person were certain jewels, the property of 
Suraj Kumar, This portion of the evidence 
has apparently been discredited by both 
Courts and for the purpose of this case 
this alleged fact may be omitted from 
consideration altogether. The accused, 
when he was caught by Suraj Kumar, 
said that he had gone inside the house in 
connection with an illegal intimacy with 
Suraj Kumar’s aunt, who is said to be a 
widow. 

The facts then that have to be faced are 
a complete stranger is found inside a 
Brahmin’s house at 2 A.M. in the morning 
having entered that house by a door which 
the Brahmin had taken care to secure at 
night. He is inside the house and when 
discovered is trying to escape. He does 
not, when arrested by the owner of the 
house, make any statement to the effect 
that he is there with any lawful intent. 
The intent with which he went was a 
matter within his knowledge, the burden 
of proving that his intention was an honest 
intention lies upon him. In the present 
case he alleges that he went with the 
intention of pursuing an intimacy, 1 will 
not call it criminal just now, but an inti¬ 
macy with a Brahmin widow. He is not 
able to establish that any illegal intimacy 
of any kind had existed at any time bet¬ 
ween him and the Brahmin widow. Look¬ 
ing to the words contained in Section 3 of 
theEyideuoe Act, I hold that both the 
Courts below were right in holding that it 
had bean fully proved that the accused 
had committed lurking house trespass by 
night and that it is very doubtful whether 
they erred in holding that an offence under 
Section 457 had been escablished against 
the accused. 

I am asked to interfere in revision against 
this conviction and sentence, because no 
offence under Section 457, Indian Penal 
Code, has been made out and the oonvic- 
tion is bad in law. A long and laboured 
argument has been addressed to me 
which really rests on this, at its strongest 
point, that it was for the prosecution to 
establish criminal intention and that until 
they proved that criminal intention the 
accused was entitled to an acquittal. 

The learned Vakil who appeared for the 
applicant took hia stand upon the case of 


Emperor v.Jangi S'mgA(l), and drew my 
attention in particular to the words to be 
found in this ruling at page 195 : “ Hia 

intention possibly was to obtain possession 
contrary to law, but this of itself would 
not constitute criminal trespass. Proof of 
an intention to commit an offence or to 
intimidate, insult or annoy was necessary. 
There was no evidence of any such inten¬ 
tion, or from which such an intention might 
be reasonably inferred.’’ The facts of that 
case are somewhat peculiar. A zarnindar 
had a quarrel with an occupancy tenant 
and when he was absent from the village 
by reason of ill-health, he induced the 
pat.wari to record that the occupancy 
tenant had left the village and abandoned 
his holding, and thereupon took possession 
of it. The learned Chief Justice, who 
decided Emperor v. Jangi Singh (1), 
evidently arrived at the conclusion that the 
facts found in this case were not sufficient 
to establish a prima facie oaaa of criminal 
trespass and it was necessary to consider ' 
further what was the intention of the 
zarnindar who entered on this occupancy 
holding. 

I was also referred to the ruling of J/i 
the matter of the petition of Gobind 
Prasad (2). 

The line of argument in this case, if 
carefully considered, will be found to be 
much the same. In that particular case 
the Pleader who appeared to support the 
case went so far as to say that where an 
entry upon property is in itself illegal, that 
is sufficient to establish one of the criminal 
intents required by section 441, and it was 
held by Mr. Justice Straight “ that the 
intent with which the act is done must be 
established by clear and convincing evi¬ 
dence of such character and description 
as the particular nature of the case 
requires.” With all due respect to the 
learned Judge, this has, in my opinion, 
been too broadly stated and I note that it 
has not been followed by some of the 
Courts. Cases of this kind really rest 
upon the facts which are found. If those 
facts are such that a person of ordinary 
prudence and ability would come to the 
conclusion that they point to a guilty 
intent on the part of the accused, it is for 
the aoouaed to rebut that guilty iutentioa, 

(1) [1903] 26 All. 194 = 1903 A. W. N. 230 = 

ICr. L, J.362. 

(2) [I87<i-80l 2 All, 405, 
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And if be does cot so rebut if, the guilty 
Intent is as much found against him as his 
entry into or upon the property. 

In Sellamuthu Servaigaran v. Palla-^ 
muthu Karuppan (3) the learned Judges 
who decided that case, and one of them 
was a Hindu Judge of great experience, 
referred to a previous case of Queen- 
Empress V. Baya Padayachi (4) and held 
that the law on this point was correctly 
laid down in that case Although there 
is no presumption that a person intends 
what is merely a possible result of his 
action or a result which though reasonably 
certain, is not known to him to be so, still 
it must be presumed that when a man vol¬ 
untarily does an act, knowing at the time 
that in the natural course of events a oer> 
tain result will follow, he intends to bring 
about that result. In the present case the 
ordinary and natural consequences of the 
petitioners acts would bo to auuoy the 
owner of the house and to intimidate and 
annoy his servant who was holding pos¬ 
session for his master, and the petitioners, 
as reasonable men, must have known that 
such consequences would ilo.v from their 
acts. They must, therefore, in my judg¬ 
ment, be held to have acted with intent 
to intimidate and annoy within the mean¬ 
ing of the section, and the petitions must 
bo dismissed. 

In a previous case of this Court which 
came before me whore I had to do with a 
very similar case, Emperor v. Ishri (5), I 
held that when an accused was found 
inside the house of the complainant at 
midnight, and his prosenoa was discovered 
by the wife of the complainant crying out 
that a thief was taking nway her hansli^ it 
was ior the accused to prove that his 
intention was an innocent one and in that 
oaso 1 referred to a previous case of Brij 
Basi V, Queen-Empress (6), which I 
distinguished from the case before me. 

I see no reason to depart from what 1 
then laid down. 


The learned Vakil for the applicant 
drew my attention to another oaso, Pre- 
manundo Bhaku v. Brindabun Chunj (7). 


(3) (1911) 1) I.C. I5:i = 35 Mad. 18(> = 12 Cr 
• J > 30. 


(•i) (1890) 19 Mad. 240-1 Weir 537 
(5) (1906) 29 All. 4G = 3 A.L.J. 
A.W.N. 279 = 4 Cr. L.J. 291. 


652 = 1900 


(6) (1H90) 19 All. 74 = 1896 A.W.N. 178 

(7) (1895) 22 Cal. 994. 


Iq that case the learned Judges delivered 
themselves of certain observations which 
were obiter dictu% which otherwise went 
to support the contention set up by the 
Vakil. 

In my mind to hold that if a stranger 
who is found inside a zenana at two in the 
morning can escape from the consequences 
of his act by saying that he came there at 
the bidding of the wife or other inmate, 
would be a most dangerous doctrine and 
the act is deserving of severe punishment. 
This brings me to the third point raised in 
this application t.e., that the sentence of 
six months is unduly severe. I am not 
prepared to accede to this. The result is 
that I find the accused guilty under Sec¬ 
tion 456 of the Indian Penal Code, but I 
do not interfere with the sentence passed. 
The accused is said to be on bail, he will 
surrender to bis bail and complete his 
sentence. Petition dismissed. 
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Tudball and Rafiqje, JJ, 

Har Prasad —Defendaut-Appellant 

V. 

Sukhdevi Kunwar —Plaiutiff-R espon- 
dent. 

First Appeal No. 242 of 1913, decided 
on 2nd February. 1915, from the decision 
of the Addl, Sub-J,, Maiupuri, dated 17bh 
May, 1913. 

Hiuilu Law —iri7 /—Brottxers got tenancydn* 
common by the bequest to them in equal shares. 

Where a Hindu made a Will providing that in 
the abaeuce of a begotten or adopted son to him 
aud after the death of hU widow, his two brothers 
would take his property in *' oqual shares ; 

Held, that the two brothers got a tenanoydn* 
common and not a joint teuaucy under the Will. 

[V. 182. C. P. 183. C. 2.] 

7 I.C, o07 I'oll, 28 All, iSDist. aud 23 Oal. 
070 (P.C.) Kef. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru aud Gulzari Lal^ 
for Appellant, 

Sunder Lal^ Qirdhari Lai Agarwala 
aud Lachman Bao Dube—lor Respond¬ 
ents. 

Facts. Har Pershad, Ganga Pershad 
and Gur Pershad wore throe brothers. Gur 
Pershad was adopted by Ramohaiau Lali 
an uncle of his. There was a partition 
between Gur Perahai and Ramoharan 
Lai aud the former got half share of the 
property. On the 5th of May 1903, Gur 
Pershad made a Will, giving a life-interest 
in hia estate to his wife with remaindet 
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over to his two natural brothers, Har 
Pershad and Ganga Pershad. Gur Pershad 
died and then his wife and the property 
went to Har Pershad and Ganga Pershad. 
Ganga Pershad died on 27th March 1911 
and his widow sued for possession of his 
share. The Subordinate Judge decreed the 
suit. The defendant appealed to the High 
Court. 

Judgment. —This is a defendant’s appeal 
arising out of a suit for possession brought 
by the widow of the defendant’s deceased 
brother, Ganga Pershad, for recovery of 
her husband’s separate estate, p/us mesne 
profits. The Court below decreed the 
claim. The following genealogical tree 
will assist the understanding of the case. 
It is not a complete tree of the whole 
family of Eai Ghote La!, but is sufficient 
for the case :— 


I 


Hasbk Lai. 


RAI CHOTE LAL. 

I_ 

I 


Baldeo Pershad, 

I 


Manohar Lai, 

I 


Ram Kali 

ChaiaD La!. Charan, 

Gur Pershad,* 
(adopted). 


Shiam Sunder, Lachmi 

Narain, 


Anand 

Bebari 

Lai, 


I 

Sons, etc. 


Har Pershad 
(defendant). 


I 


Ganga Pershad 
=Musafnmai 
Sukhdevi 
(plaintiE), 

Musammat 
Bal Mukhi. 

I 


I 

Gur Pershad 
^Hans Mukhia 


1 


Musammat Jaggo, Musammat Rupo. 

Ramcharan Lai adopted Gur Pershad, 
the son of Anand Behari Lai. The parties 
are Kayastks by caste. 

It is common ground that a dispute 
having arisen between Ramcharan and his 
adopted son, there was a partition, and a 
half share of the former’s property was 
handed over to Gur Pershad, and it is a 
half share in the estate thus acquired by 
Gur Pershad that is now in dispute. 

Gur Pershad died on 2l8t May 1906. 
On 15th May 1903 he made a Will. He 
gave a life-interest in his estate to his wife 
with remainder over to his two natural 
brothers, Har Pershad and Ganga Pershad 
’^in equal shares” as stated in para^ranh 
5 of the WiU. 


The widow held the estate till her 
deith on 28th May 1906 when the pro¬ 
perty went, under the Will, to Har Per¬ 
shad and Ganga Pershad. It will be 
noticed that Gur Pershad disinherited 
his own two daughters, Jaggo and Rupo, 
though he gave them a maintenance allo¬ 
wance payable out of the income of the 
estate. 


On 27th March 1911 Ganga Pershad 

died and Har Pershad is in possession of 
the whole estate. 

The former’s widow is the plaintiff and 
her case is as follows :— 

(1) That the two brothers were separate; 

(2) thi-t the two brothers each book a 
separate share in the estate of Gur Pershad 
under the Will and that Ganga Pershad’s 
share therein was his self-acquired pro¬ 
perty and separately enjoyed by him. The 
defence of Har Pershad was— 

(1) That the devise to the two brothers 
was made to them jointly, so that on the 
death of one the other took the whole bv 

survivorship, ^ 

(2) That even if this be not so, the two 
brothers threw the estate into the joint 
family estate and it was treated as joint 
family property and must now be held to 

be such, as the family has all along been 

joint. ® 


xuao in 


, ,, oyuiuy, II cue plaintiff la 

legal y entitled to the estate, she is bound 

to refund to him certain expenditure incur- 
red by him. 


The Court below has held on a construc¬ 
tion of the Will, that each of the brothers 
^ok a half share in the estate of Gur 
Pershad and that they did not take jointly: 

(2) that though there had not at any 
time been any partition or separation in 
the lamily of Anand Behari Lai and his 
sous, afcill the shares taken by the two 
sons had been held and enjoyed separately 
and that the widow was entitled to her 
husband s separate acquisition. 


Sioo plaintiff was entitled to 
kb. 1,128 as mesne profi ts up to the 

date of suit after allowing defen. 

dant 10 per cent, for the costs of 

management Rs. 1.200 allowances paW 

to Gur Pershad s daughters, Es. 74 for 
survey expenses and Es. 200 paid for 

^nersrate. The defendant appLs and 

pressed before us : — 

the Will “““Struotion of 

the Will the two brothers took the estate 
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jointly and did not bold as tenants-in¬ 
common. 

(2) That even if they got separate 
shares under the Will, still they treated 
it as joint family property and not as 
separate acquisitions and it thus became 
joint family property. 

(3) That the defendant is entitled to 
credit for certain items of expenditure 
disallowed by the Court below. 

To properly estimate the value of the 
evidence on the record it is necessary to 
set out the circumstances of this family* 

Shiam Sundar Lai has two sons, Anand 
Behari Lai and Makund Behari Lai. He, 
Shiam Sundar, is still alive. Anand Be¬ 
hari, who is the defendant’s own witness, 
admits that Shiam Sundar bad got rid of 
the whole of the ancestral property be¬ 
longing to the family many years ago, 
excepting the house in which the family 
lives. He has told a story as to how his 
father finally separated from his two sons 
dividing the family house and the move¬ 
ables into three lots. The lower Court 
has disbelieved this and we have no doubt 
that it is a pure myth. 

Be that as it may, on May 28bb, 1906 
when Gur Pershad’s widow died, the only 
property possessed by Anand Behari and 
bis sons was the family house and the 
moveables it contained. 

Anand Behari’s wife had inherited a 
small zemindari share in the village of 
Doora Satri from her own parents. She 
18 still alive and still owns this property, 
which, however, is not the property of the 
joint family, though beyond doubt its 
income is expended on the support of the 
owner’s, household and its members. 

Anand Behari started life in Govoru- 
meut service on a salary of Rs. 10 a 
mouth in May 1880 and he is now at the 
end of 34 years’ service only an ahlmad 
or clerk in the Collector’s ollioe with a 
salary of but Bs. 30 per mensem. 

His father, Shiam Sundar Lai, is old and 
now paralyzed and earning nothing. His 
brother, Makund Lai, who is separate (as 
he says) from him, is Kanumjo on a small 
salary in another district. The elder sou, 
Har Pershad, defendant, began life as a 
Police clerk on Bs. 10 a month and had 
been in service about six or seven years 
when Gur Pershad's widow died. He was 
then a head constable, so that his iuoome 
as such would have been at the utmost 
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about Rs. 25 a month. His duties forced 
him to live away from home. 

Ganga Porsbad at the time of Gur 
Pershad’s widow’s death was a youth of 
some 16 or 17 years, studying or rather 
pretending to study. He is not shown as 
having ever been a source of income. It 
will thus be seen that in 1936, when the 
estate came to the two brothers under the 
Will, the family was far from wealthy. 
All the ancestral property had long since 
vanished. Anand Behari supported him¬ 
self on his income as a clerk and Har 
Pershad was away from home a head cons* 
table in the Police. Ganga Pershad was 
only a youth. When the widow died, Har 
Pershad resigned his appointment in the 
Police and came borne to manage the 
property newly acquired. 

There, therefore) had been no cause for 
separation or partition in the family of 
Auaod Behari and his sons. There was no 
property to divide beyond the ancestral 
home, part only of which belonged to 
them. The father and elder son wore 
each earning a separate income. In a 
sense they formed a joint family, but 
without any joint family property of any 
import. 

We now consider the terms of the Will. 
It is to be found translated at’ page 21-A. 
We have examined the original, 
which is in Urdu. The testator loft hia 
estate to his widow for her life-time, iu 
case the child which was about to be born 
to her should be a girl or being a boy 
should die at his birth. If the child should 
ba a boy and bo lived, the astatj was ty 
be his. 

He also by a separate deed granted her 
authority to adopt and if she did adopt 
as directed the adopted son was to take 
tho estate. In the absence of a son, the 
widow was to bold the estate for lilo with 
certain limited powers of alienation. After 
his death, hia daughters were not to 
inherit but were to receive Rs. 25 per 
mensem each from the estate as maiu- 
teuauoo, which they were empowered to 
enforce in a certain manner. 

Thou comes tho fifth paragraph with 
which we are oonoerued :— 

** I direct that after the death of my wifi 
and in tho absence of a sou begotten oi 
adopted, my own brothers, Babu Har 
Pershad and Babu Giinga Parabftdt shall he 
the owners of tho aforesaid property, to- 
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gefeher with all rights, ‘ in equal shares 
I do not think it proper to commit to writ¬ 
ing the reason for my taking this course as 
it would bring disgrace on the family, etc,, 
etc,” The rest of the document does not 
affect the point now in dispute. 

The appellant’s case is that the devise 
contained in theWillis to the two brothers 
jointly. He even produced oral evidence 
to prove that the testator bad expressed 
this intention. One witness even went so 
far as to say that though the words “ ha- 
hxssa masavi ’* (in equal shares) usually 
mean “ in equal shares still in the Will 
they meant “ jointly.** 

We are also asked to consider the decision 
in Mankamma Kunwar v. Balkishan 
Das (1), wherein it was observed that under 
the English Law a conveyance of land to 
two or more persons without words indicat¬ 
ing an intention that they were to take as 
tenants-in-common constitutes a joint ten¬ 
ancy. The reply to this is a simple one. The 
Will in the present case clearly uses lan¬ 
guage indicating that the two brothers were 
to take the estate as tenants-in-common, for 
they were to take in equal shares. Further¬ 
more, we would call attention to the lan¬ 
guage used by their Lordships of the Privy 
Council in Jogcshwar Narain Deo v. Ram 
Chandfa Dutt (2), which was quoted in the 
ease of Qopi v. Jaldhara (3): “ In the first 
place, it appears to their Lordships that 
the learned Judges of the Madras High 
Court were nob justified in importing into 
the construction of a Hindu Will an ex¬ 
tremely technical rule of English conveyanc¬ 
ing. The principle of joint tenancy appears 
to be unknown to Hindu Law except in the 
case of oo-paroenary between the members 
of an undivided family.’* It is urged that the 
testator was on bad terms with his adoptive 
father and had great natural affection for 
his own father and brothers who formed 
a joint family, and that while he was dis¬ 
inheriting his own daughters, would nob 
have wished to let the property go to the 
daughters of his brothers who at that time 
had no male issue. There is no force in 
any of these pleas. The brothers were not 
old men but young, and there was every 
probability of their having male issue and 
there is the plain simple language of the 
Will,which directed that the two brothers 

(1) (1905) 28 All. 38 = 1905 A.W.N. 170. 

(2) (1896) 23 Cal. 670-23 I.A. 37 (P.C.) 

(3) (1910) 7 1.0.697=33 All. 41. 


were to take “in equal shares*’. We have 
no hesitation in holding that the Will in 
clear terms created a tenanoy-in-oommon ; 
moreover, we agree with the lower Court 
in holding on the second plea that the two 
brothers treated the tenancy as one in 
common and did not treat it as joint family 
property, which is the second plea raised 
before us and which we now proceed to 
discuss. 

We have already noted that when this 
property came to the two brothers in 
1906, the family was possessed of no joint 
family property except the ancestral 
house; that Anand Behari and Har Per- 
shad were both separately earning small 
incomes by Government service, while 
Ganga Pershad (in 1906) was only a youth 
of 16 or 17 years of age. He died in 1911. 
We are asked to consider the following 
evidence : (1) The statements of Anand 
Behari Lai, Chimman Lai and Angau 
Lai, 

(2) the accounts of the family produced 
by Angan Lai. 

(3) The khewats of some of the villages 
concerned. 

(4) The accounts of a certain cloth 

seller. 

(5) A number of bonds in favour of 
Har Pershad and Ganga Pershad. The 
oral evidence is to the effect that Anand 
Behari and his two sons lived jointly and 
that the income of the new estate was 
thrown into the family chest and treated 
as joint family income. The evidence of 
Chimman Lai and Angan Lai is of little 
use, for they had no personal knowledge 
of the accounts kept. They are not in a 
position to say more than that the family 

to all outward appearance lived like a joint 
family. 

Anand Behari Lai, of course, was in a 
position to testify fully on the point and bis 
evidence would carry considerable weight, 
if it had been supported by the family 
account books. He is far from being a 
disinterested witness, for if his and the 
defendant’s contention be correct, then be 
himself has an interest in the property 
now in suit as he is one of the joint family 
with the defendant and his sons. 

He stated that the income of the pro¬ 
perty all came into his hands and he 
defrayed therefrom all the expenses of the 
family, that he maintained accounts by 
entering all items of expenditure and 
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income on slips of paper from which he 
from time to time wrote up the account 
books. He admitted that he made 
deposits in the Poet OfiSce Savings Bank 
in the names of himself and his two sons, 
each having a separate account. He had to 
admit that mutation of names was made 
only in favour of his two eons and not of 
himself, and that on the death of Ganga 
Persbad mutation was again not made in 
his favour, though, if his story be true, his 
name should certainly have been recorded 
especially as he was the managing member. 
The excuse ho gives is that he was in 
Government service in the district where 
the property was situate, but Government 
rules do not forbid Government servants 
from inheriting property. The latter have 
merely to declare all properties belonging 
to themselves and their near relatives. He 
further had to admit that on the death of 
the widow of Gur Persbad, when under 
the Will the property went to his two 
sons, a claim was put forward to it on 
behalf of tho two daughters of Gur Persbad 
(^fusammat Jaggo and ^^mammat Rupo) 
and tho Revenue Court of tiist instance 
pa8«od an order in their favour, which was 
upset on appeal made by Har Persbad. In 
that case bo appeared and acted as guardian 
on behalf of tho two daughters, but was 
Bubaequontly removed from tho post and 
another person aiipoiuted. It thus appears 
tliat bo at first at least was hostile to tho 
claim of his two sons. As to his accounts, 
wo note that those wore not put forward 
by tho defendant at the proper time. They 
were produced very late in tho case and an 
aflidavit was filed by Har Persbad to 
excuse tho delay. It was to tho otfoot that 
his father would not let him have them, 
saying he would produce them when he 
gave his ovidotioo. Wo note that some 
other accounts in regard to the fuuoral 
expenses of Ganga Porslia:^, which also, if 
genuine, must have been in the hands of 
Auand Bchiri, woro not put forward at the 
proper time and that as Anand Behaii is 
greaUy ii'torosfcod in tho suit, ho could 
have had no reason for keeping back tlio 
family accounts. An examinition of those 
accounts, as pointed out by tho Court 
below, will show that they have not been 
regularly maintained. They do not show 
tho daily iucoiao and expenditure. A 

whole month s income and expenditure 

ftro froquoutly shown under one date, 


though, if the story of the slipa be trae» 
the details were all available. Finally, 
Auand Behari Lai had to admit that in 
a former case in regard to the village of 
Shahbazpore be had testified that no daily 
aooounts bad been kept and that he main¬ 
tained no accounts whatever of the family 
expenditure. Combining this with the 
very late and suspicious production of the 
aooounts in the present suit, we have no 
hesitation in describing them as ** special¬ 
ly manufactured for the purposes of this 
suit.” We agree with the lower Court in 
rejecting them as unworthy of any trust. 

Again, this witness had to admit that 
there were separate accounts in the Post 
Office Saviogs Bink in the names of his 
two sons and a third one in his own name. 

Gur Pershad’s widow died in May, 1906. 
A considerable period must have been 
taken up by the contested mutation ease. 

On lObh December 1907 the two aooounts 
were opened in the names of the two sons 
with a deposit in each case of Ra. 200. 
Anand Behari states that the rules would 
not allow him to deposit more thau 
Rs. 200 at a time in any one account, 
therefore he opened two aooounts. The 
plea is absurd, for he could have made fl 
deposit every day. Moreover an exami¬ 
nation of the two accounts shows that up 
to the time of Ganga Perahad’s death iu 
1911 only five deposits were made in each 
ot the two aooounbst that they were all 
made on the same dates for each account 
and with one exception the sum deposited 
in each account was exactly the same. 
The one exception is that of the 30tb 
April 1908 when Rs. 150 was deposited in 
Har Pershad’s account and Rs. 100 only in 
Ganga Persbad’s account. Excepting the 
first deposits all were below Rs. 200. 

Those accounts wore opened only when 
tho estate came to the two sous and they 
aro a clear indication tliat tho income* far 
from being treated as a joint family income* 
was divided half and half and two separate 
accounts opened in the Savings Bank. 

We do not place any value thus on the 
ovidonoe of Anand Boiiari, for ho has not 
hosititod to produce false dooumentary 
ovidonoe. 

Tlio khewats prove nothing. In tho 
case of some of tho villages tho names of 
Har Persbad and Ganga Persbad wore 
recorded without any speoifioatiou of 
slnros, bub in the oases of other viUagOB 
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they were roaorde^ owners in equ^l 


shares. 

As for the accounts of the oloth-ssller, 
they merely show that an account was 
opened with him in the name of Anand 
Behari and that purchases were made, now 
by one son and then by the other and 
some times by Anand Behari himself. This 
in itself proves nothing to the point. 

Lastly, we are asked to consider the fact 
that loans were made and bonds taken in 
favour of both the brothers. We fail to 
see any assistance in this to the defen* 
danVs case. Ganga Parshad was but a 
youth and Anand Behari his guardian. If 
the family accounts had been maintained 
or true account books produced, these 
bonds might perchance have given aomi 
support to them. One loan was contract¬ 
ed on a bond executed by the two sons 
and Anand Behari signed as a witness If 
the family had treated the estate as joint 
family prooerty and the loans were made 
from joint funds, Anand Behari as manager 
ought to have carried out these transactions 
in his own name. 

Where the two brothers inherited the 
property in equal shares, the burden of 
proof that after the inheritance they 
threw the property into the family hotch¬ 
potch, is upon those who assert it. 

Thera is no presumption that this was 
BO. The evidence produced by the defen¬ 
dant is not, in our opinion, worthy of 
belief and we, therefore, agree with the 
Court below and hold 'that the defendant 
has failed to prove his case. There remains 
one point for decision. The appellant 
claims credit for certain items of expendi¬ 
ture alleged to have been incurred by him. 
Five such are placed before us for our 
decision. 

The two first are Rs. 940-9-0, funeral 
expenses of Ganga Perahad, and Rs. 
10 -11-0 spent on subsequent ceremonies in 
connection with the death. It is urged 
that the widow was bound by Hindu Law 
to perform these ceremonies and -as the 
expense was incurred by the defendant, 
these sums should be made good by her 
before the estate is handed over to her. 
In the place, assuming that the plea 
is correct, we have practically only the 
evidence of Anand Bshari and his falsa 
accounts on which no reliance can be 
pUoed to prove the expenditara; seconilyi 
the defendant had deliberately kept a 
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woman out of the estate when he knew 
full well that she was entitled to possess 
it. His action has been, in our opinion 
mala flde^ throughout. He seized her 
property and prevented her from receiving 
its income and doing her duty as a widow 
in this respect. He spent money as ha 
pleased without consulting her in a matter 
in which the expenditure was in her dis¬ 
cretion. The defendant was not protect¬ 
ing the estate or discharging a burden 
thereon when he thus took the law into 
his own hands, and we see no equity in 
forcing the widow to refund to him sums 
which he thus voluntarily spent. We 
decline to allow these claims. The two 
next claims are for Es. 120 per annum as 
the pay of a kariada and R?. 120 per 
annum as the pay of peons, expenditure 
incurred in managing the property since 
the death of Ganga Pershad. 

The Court below had already in its decree 
allowed the defendant 10 per cent, on the 
income to cover his fees as a lamhardar 
and the costs of management. This is a 
liberal allowance and we decline to allow 
any more. The fifth item is a sum of Rs. 
25. The defendant voluntarily aubaoribed 
Es. 12 to a hospital fund and Es. 13 to¬ 
wards the cost of an exhibition at Etawab. 
He seeks to be generous at the expense of 
the respondent. They were not charges 
onthe estate and he must bear the expense 
himself, as he did not consult the pUintiff. 

Wa decline to award any of these items. 
The result, therefore, is that the appeal 
fails and is dismissed‘with costs, including 
fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards, 0. and Piggoxt, J. 

Em peror—Appl i cant 

V. 

Mohan Lai —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Reference No. 181 of 1915, 
decided on 26bh March, 1915, made by the 
S. J., Bareilly, on I9bh February, 1915. 

(a) Criminal P. C, (5 of 1898), S. 423 (1) (6)— 
Sessions Judge in appeal if satisfied should 
acquit and not refer the case to High Court. 

Wfiere a Sessions Judge sitting in appeal is of 
opinion that an accused should be acquitted, he 
ought not to refer the case to the High Court. 
It is his duty to allow the appeal and acquit the 
accused. [P. 186, Col. 1 & 2.J 

(b) Criminal P, C. (5 of 13 98). S. 423 (1) (a)— 
Sessions Judge in appeal can order commitment 
after i c li'ti tJ cenvietion. 
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Where a Sessions Judge sitting in appeal thinks 
that the case ought to have been tried by the 
Court of Sessions, he should himself cet aside the 
conviction and order a commitment under Section 
423 (1) (6) of the Code. 15 All. 205 Foil. 

(c) Criminal P C., S. 439 {l)^Retrial for 
purpose of enhancing sentence should be rarely 
ordered. 

The power of ordering a new trial merely for 
the purpose of enhancing the punishment is a 
power that ought to bo very sparingly exerci«;ed. 

Asst, Oovt. Advocate —for the Crown. 

Judgment,—This cjsa comes before us 
as a reference from the learned Sessions 
Judge of Bareilly. Four persons, Mohan 
Lai, Baldeo Prasad, Debi Sabai and Ram 
GhuUm, were all triui by a Magistrate on 
charges under Sjction 408 read with 


Section 114 of the Indian Penal Code, and 
convicted. They all appealed to the 
Ssfisiona Judge. He seems to have been 
of opinion that the case against Debi 
Sabai was not proved. He was also of 
opinion that the juin shments awarded to 
the other three w^ re insufficient. Ho has 
submitted tho cas) to this Court with a 
recommeudation that wo should acquit 
Debi Sabai and enhance tho sentences 
passed on the other three. So far as his 
recommendttioD tl'at we should acquit 
Ddbi Sabai is concerned, it is quite clear 
that it was his duty to either dismiss or 
allow tho appoil of Dobi Sabai. The 
learned Sessions J udgo ought not to have 
referred the case of DehiSihaito this 
Court at all. W ith regard to liis rccom* 


monrlation for enhancement tho loarne 

Sessions Judge sjoms luivo oveilookc 
tho i)rovisicn of Seciiou 439 (3) of tl: 
Code of Criminal Procedure which is i 
follows Whoro tho sontonco dea 
witli under this ecotion has been passed b 
a Magistrato acting othorwisa than und*^ 
Section 34, tlio Court shall not iutlict 
^ro«itor I>11 ij isiiuuM 1 1 for tlio oflonco whicl 
in tho opinio'i of such Court, the accuse 
has oomuiitted than might have hjo 
iiiilicbed for such ollcnco by a... Mnh' 
trato of t!,o fust Cluss," Tho 'iluoistmt 
of the hrst Glass iiae gtivon the full amour 
of impnsonnionb which ho could civ 
umfoi- tho Liw. It follows, therefore, the 
a higher sonteiioo ooul.l not bo passo 
without a rc-trial. K tho loaruetl SeBsioi: 

J uaga thought tliut tlio Case ought to h 

re-trioJ l,y the Court oi S.-ssion, ho ougL 
hiuisolf to luivo Bit aaiilo the couvic 

tiou iuul ordored ,i conmiitiuciit und, 

g)octiou 423 (1) (b). 

rower to do this han hocii ruled in th 


oisa of Queen-Empres'i v. Maula Bakhsh 
(1). We think, however, that the power of 
ordering a new trial merely for the purpose 
of enhancing the punishment is a power 
that ought to be very sparingly exercised. 
We do not for one moment wish to be 
taken as saying that the offence for which 
the accused have been found guilty (parti¬ 
cularly under the present oiroumstanoes), 
wag not a most serious one. Nor do we 
wish to say that it would not have been 
better if the accused had been committed 
in the first instance to the Court of Ses¬ 
sions. At the same time the sentences 
cannot be said to have been nominal 
senbeuces. There is a strong principle that 
a man ought not to bo tried a second time 
unless there are very grave reasons for so 
doing. 

The only order we feel bound to pass 
is that the record be returned to the 
learned Sessions Judge that he may com¬ 
plete tho disposal of the appeals. We 
order accordingly. 

Record retiirnei. 

(1) flsLsj 15 All. a.w.nTios; 
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PiGtiOlT, J. 

Dharam Simjh and another —Appli¬ 
cants 

V. 

Joti Prasad —Opposite Party, 

Criminal Revn. Petu. No. 8 of 1915, 
decided on 29Ji March 1915, from an 

order of the Mag., Saharanpur. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1S98), 6'*-. 209, 210 and 
213 — Magistrate is competent to discharge accus¬ 
ed after hearing defence xaiinesses and holding 
them reliable and disproving prosecution. 

When a Magistrate has heard the evidence fer 
tho prosorution with entire disbelief, whore he 
considers himself in a position to show that the 
prosecution witnesses arc totally unworthy of 
credit, and atoctitn-i where, after oxamluing 
certain witnesses named on behalf of tbe accus¬ 
ed. he comes to tho conclusion that tho evidence 
given by them is reliable and disproves that 
given by tho prosecution witnesses he is well 
within his discretion in dischariiing the accused 
and not committing him to tbe Sessions. 

[1\ l8S,Col. 1.) 

C, Dil/an^ Boys aud Nihal Chand — 
for Applicant. 

II. U^allach and Satya Chandra 
Mnkerjee —for Opposite Party. 

Ryves — for the Crown. 

Judgment. —As long ago as tho 27th 
of January 1914 a serious riot, accompanied 
with loss of life, took place at a oertain 
village in the Saharanpur District. A number 
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of persons were put on their trial and con¬ 
victed of offences punishable under Sections 
148 and 304-149, Indian Penal Code. They 
appealed to this Court and thair appeals 
were disposed of by an order dated the 
27dh July 1914, by which the appeals of 
three of the appellants were allow¬ 
ed and those of the remaining 
appellants dismissed, subject to 
some modification of the sentences 
passed. In the course of the inquiry and 
trial ending with the Appellate judgment 
of this Court above referred to, a question 
arose as to whether there was not reason 
to suppose that the persons put on their 
trial in that case had been acting under 
the instigation of other and more influen¬ 
tial persons, who, though not present at 
the riot themnelves, had been guilty of 
abetment of the same within the meaning 
of the Indian Penal Code. An inquiry was 
ordered against two persons, Rana Dha¬ 
ram Singh and Durga Prasad, and one 
might have hoped that this inquiry would 
long since have been terminated in the 
conviction of these persons, or in their 
acquittal, or in their final discharge. The 
proceedings were unfortunately delayed 
by an application for transfer made to this 
Court, the groundlessness of which has 
been sufficiently exposed by the actual 
result of the subsequent proceedings. This 
Court having refused to interfere, the in¬ 
quiry against these two persons came 
before a joint Magistrate of ability and 
experience, who had not long previously 
been exercising the powers of a Sessions 
Judge, He recorded the evidence for the 
prosecution, examined the accused persons 
and at their request, exercised the discre¬ 
tion conferred upon him by Section 212 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure to 
summon and examine some of the witness¬ 
es named in the list given to him on be¬ 
half of the said accused. As the result of 
his inquiry he discharged both the accused. 
An application was thereupon filed in the 
Court of the District Magistrate of Sffia- 
ranpur by a gentleman of the name of Rat 
Bahadur Lala Jyoti Prasad, who appears 
to have soma interest in the succc bs of 
this prosecution, askiag the District 
Magistrate to exercise the powers confer¬ 
red upon him by Section 436 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure to order Rana Dnarara 
Singh and Darga Prasad to be committed 
for trial before th 9 Court of Session. The 


matter was again brought before this 
Court on an application for transfer. 
Unfortunately the proceedings in this 
Court wore delayed by various acciclanta! 
circumstances, and it became a question 
whether this proce ding could be allowed 
to drag its course much longer without 
scandal to administration of jusl icc. I finally 
Called for the record of the proceedings in 
the Joint Magistrate’s Court and gave 
notice both to the prosecution and to the 
defence that I proposed (o take the whole 
matter up in the exercise of the revisional 
juriediction of this Court. I have to-day 
examined the record, considered the evi¬ 
dence in detail and heard the arguments ad¬ 
dressed to me on both s'des. There has been 
some discussion also on a poir t of law which 
is supposed to arise with regard to the die- 
cretion of a Magistrate in conducting an in¬ 
quiry preliminary to commitinent. The law, 
so far as this Court is concerned, seems to 
have been definitely laid down in the case 
of Faltu V. Fattu (1), where some older 
oases of this Court a’c referred to and con¬ 
sidered. It has bien urgid upon me in 
argument that the learned Judges of the 
Calcutta High Court, as for iLStanco in the 
case of Shcobux Ram v. Emperor (2), have 
taken a somewhat ditferent view regarding 
the discretion of a Magistrate under the 
circumstances stated. One learned Judge 
of that Court laid it down in effect that a 
Magistrate conducting such preliminary in¬ 
quiry had only to cons'der whether there 
was evidence against the accused persons 
upon which a Jury could lawfully convict 
them of the offence alleged against them, 
and if he found that this was so, had no 
discretion but to commit the accused for 
trial. This does nob eeem to mo to follow 
from the provisions of S^efc ons 209 or 210 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure, and 
seems scarcely cons’stenb with the pro¬ 
visions of the second clause of S-jcLion 213 of 
the same Code. The Bombay High (Jourb 
in [a re Bai Parvaii (3) has held in ex¬ 
press terms that, where a Committing 
Magistrate finds that there is no evidence 
whatever, or that tne evidence tendered 
for the prosecution is totally unworthy of 
credit, it is his duly under S.ction 209 
of the Criminal Prooeriure Coda to 

(1) (190i) 26 All. *564- 1 AX.J. 292-1904 
A.W.N. 125=1 Cr. L. J. 519. 

(2) (1905) 9 C.W.N. 829 = 2 Cr. L.J. 534. 

(3) (1910; 8 I.C. 631 = 35 Bom. 163. 
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disoharge fcbe acouaed. In my opinion 
when a Magistrate has heard the 
evidence for the prosecution with entire 
disbelief, when he considers himself in a 
position to show that the prosecution wit¬ 
nesses are totally unworthy of credit, and 
|a fottiori when, after examining certain 
witnesses named on behalf of the accused, 
he has come to the conclusion that the 
evidence given by them is reliable and 
disproves that given by the prosecution 
witnesses, be is well within his discretion 
in discharging the accused. The question 
then before me is merely whether there 
has been a wrong exercise of this discre¬ 
tion in the present case. By calling up the 
matter in revision I have virtually taken 
upon myself the exercise of the discretion 
conferred by law on a District Magistrate 
or a Court of Session. My reasons for 
doing this I have already explained. I 
think it is expedient that this matter 
should bo disposed of once for all, either 
by my directing the commitment of Rana 
Dharam Singh and Durga Prasad to the 
Court of Session or by an order dismissing 
^0 application of Rai Bahadur Lala Joti 
Prasad against the order of discharge. In 
my opinion the reasons given by the 
Magistrate in the present case for discre¬ 
diting the prosecution evidence are sound 
and oonviuoing. As regards some of the 
witnesses, incidents had occurred in the 
course of the inquiry by which their evi¬ 
dence was thoroughly discredited, and it 
would have been something of a scandal to 
the administration of justice to permit the 
same witnesses to repeat their false evi¬ 
dence, with necessary corrections and 
amendments, in the presence of the 
bessions Court. The witness Harbans was 

asited in cross-examination a question so 

entirely relevant and proper that, after 
perusal of his ovidenoe-in-ohiof, this was 
the very first question which presented 
itself to my mind and I enquired whether 
It had not been put to tbe witness. After 
fonene with it for ^ while, tho witoes. 
dod by refu^Biue to anewor it ut ull. U 

Tim ® improper to huvo 

allowed tb.B w.tuebe to appear again ae a 

prosecution witneBs ataiust these acouaed 

pciEons, aud tho Joi,,t Magietrafo would 

have exercised a acund discetion in taking 
immediate notice of the gross conton,]it of 

Court toinmiUed l,y him. Uuring the e-xa- 

minatiouof another wifeeea an epiaodo 


occurred from which the Joint Magistrate 
inferred, and in my opinion rightly infer¬ 
red, that the prosecution witnesses were 
being improperly eoaobed outside the 
Court-room with reference to what was 
going on inside. These are sufficiently 
weighty oiroutnstanoes for consideration. 
Apart from them I am satisfied that the 
evidence which the Joint Magistrate de¬ 
clined to believe is unworthy of credit. 
The witnesses are not speaking of any¬ 
thing which actually occurred in their 
presence. Whether there was or was not 
a gathering at the building which they 
speak of as the zemindars dera on the 
night to which their evidence refers, I am 
confident that these witnesses were not 
present at that gathering and did not see 
or hear what they profess to have done. 
The order of disoharge in this case is a 
very proper one and is not to be interfere 
ed with. It may be taken that I h^ve 
exercised the powers of this Court under 
Section 526, clause (3), and also under 
Section 439 of tbe Code of Criminal Pro¬ 
cedure to call up the pending application 
of Rai Bahadur Lala Joti Prasad from the 
Court of tbe District Magistrate of Saba* 
ranpur to this Court, and my order there¬ 
on is that this application be, and it is 
hereby, dismissed. 

Application for prosecution distnissed* 
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CHAMlEli AND PiGGOTT, JJ, 
Sahadeo (Jir Applicant-Petitioner 


V. 

Deo Dutt ATisir and ofAera—Opposite 
Parties. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 114 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on 9tb March 1915, from an order 
of tho Sub-j., Gorakhpur. 

ilcf<ndtnit's nurtgage uas it tor, fio 
nas made m deerce-^it nas ac<td€tttal 
i>iipvr omtssum attd cun tc corrected. 

In i\ suit for s.Tjp on the besis of a mortgage 
one of tho defendant pleaded that he was a 
irior inurtgagce. An 15sue was struck to that 

etJokt and was cec ded in favour oi tho defend- 
j nt In (he operativo part oi the judgnent, 
n nicution vvus made us to the prior- 

y the deliuUaut’s vlaim, fud acciroiugly 
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there was no mention of it in the decree. After 
the time for appeal had expired, an application 
was made for amendment of the decree under 
Section 152 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The 
Court refused -to go into its merits, holding 
that Section 152 did not apply. 

Held, that this was a clear case of an error 
arising from an accidental slip or omission 
and as the Court below had refused to correct 
the error, the High Court could interfere in 
revision. [P. 189, C. 1.1 

Sital Prasad Qhose and J, N, Chaud^ 
hri —for Applicant. 

Abdul PaooJ —for Opposite Parties. 

Judgment.—This is an application in 
revision brought under peculiar ciroum- 
Btanoes. The petitioner was a prior 
mortgagee. He bad brought a suit 
against the mortgagor and the subse¬ 
quent mortgagees upon bis mortgage 
and bad obtained a decree. Later on 
the subsequent mortgagees brought a 
suit impleading the mortgagor and the 
present petitioner, and asked for a decree 
for sale. The petitioner pleaded his prior 
mortgage. An issue was expressly struck 
on the point and was found in the peti¬ 
tioner's favour. The operative portion of 
the judgment directed that a decree for 
sale should be prepared in accordance with 
the provisions of Order XXXIV, Rule 4, 
of the Code of Civil Procedure* allowing 
six months for payment. In the 'absence 
of any express direction in the judgment 
that this decree was to be for sale of the 
property in suit subject to the petitioner's 
prior mortgage, no order to that effect 
was embodied in the decree. The decree 
passed was, therefore, one for sale of the 
property as it stood, without reference to 
the petitioner’s prior mortgage. That 
decree was not appealed against, and to 
this extent the petitioner may have been 
guilty of laches. When* however, it came 
to the petitioner’s knowledge that the 
opposite party was seeking to execute that 
decree as it stood, he went to the Court 
which passed the same and sought to ob¬ 
tain its amendment. The application with 
which we are concerned was one presented 
under Section 152 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure. The Court below refused to 
go into the matter on the merits. It held 
that the case was not one to which the 
provisions of Section 152 aforesaid applied. 
We are unable to concur in the reasoning 
of the learned Judge of the Court below. 
In our opinion, this was a clear case of an 
error arising from an accidental slip or 
omission. The Court should have been 


prepared to correct that error, either of its 
own motion or on the application of any 
of the parties. There has been a refusal 
to exercise what in this case was a neces¬ 
sary jurisdiction, and this refusal is based 
on a misunderstanding of the powers con¬ 
ferred on the Court below by the section 
aforesaid. We accept this application, and 
direct that the judgment be amended by 
the insertion of the express words direct¬ 
ing the sale of the property in suit subject 
to the prior mortgage of this petitioner, 
and that consequential amendments be 
made in the preliminary decree for sale, as 
also in the decree absolute. As we think 
that the petitioner might have been more 
watchful over his own interests and should 
have taken action earlier than be did, we 
direct that he do bear the costs of the 
opposite side in the present proceedings 
both here and in the Court below. 

Applicatio/i granted. 
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FULL BENCH. 

Eichaeds. C. J., Banekjeb and 

Tudball, JJ. 

Gaya Din and ofAm—Plaintiffs— 
Appellants 

v. 

Jhuman Lal and others —Defendants— 
Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 223 of 1913, decided 
on 9th April 1915, from the decision of 
the Sab-J., Mainpuri, dated 27th March 
1913. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908). Art. 132—(Per 
F. B.) Mortgage of 1890 payable in ten yearly 
instalments‘-Right to sue for whole in default 
of one instalment—Deed further provided for 
interest to remain payable till realisation even 
if suit not filed on default—Suit in 1912 was 

barred by Art. 132. (Per Barter jee,J. contra) _ 

On true construction money became due after 
10 years. 

A mortgage-deed executed in 1890 provided that 
the mortgagors should pay the principal amount 
secured in ten years by instalments of Rs. 625 
yearly together with interest and further provided 
as follows: “If we (mortgagors) fail to pay the 
interest aforesaid in any month or the principal by 
the end of the stipulated period as specified above, 
or no payment is made in a year, the mortgagee 
shall, under all these circumstances, be at liberty 
to realize the entire amount with the interest 
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aforesaid in a lump sum through Court by means 
of a suit...If (he mortgagee in order to get interest 
does not bring a suit in default of payment of any 
instalment and we are unable to pay the money, 
the interest should continue up to the stipulated 
period of ten years and also after it up to the date 
of realization etc,” No payment was ever made 
upon foot of cither principal or interest up to the 
date of the institution of the suit in 1912. 

[P. 190. C. 1.] 

Held [hanerji^J., dissenting] that the money 
under the bond “became due” within the mean¬ 
ing of Article 132 of the Limitation Act when the 
first default was made in 1890 and accordingly the 
suit was barred by limitation. (P. 192, C. I.J 

^ Per Richards, C. J. —Money under a bond 
" becomes due” as soon as it is legally recoverable, 
quite irrespecRve of when (he suit is instituted. 

_ . [P. 191.C. 2.) 

Reeves v. Butcher, (1891) 2 t). 13. D. 500 ; 24 
Cal. 281 and 20 Mad. 245 Poll. 22 Mad. 20 Ref. 
and 29 AH. 431 ; 16 All. 371 ; 30 All. 123; 20 I.C 
933 : and 1 Cal. 183 (P, C.) DIsl. 

ev Batterji^ J. —Upon a true construction of 
the bond in this case the money secured by it 
became clue on the expiration of ten years from 

the date of the bond and the claim was not barred 
by limitation. 

^Ahdul Eaoof and uhammad Ishaq 
Khan —for Appellants. 

Sunder Lai, 3. L\ OVorujr, S, 0. 
Bancrji, and Sital Prasad Ghose—ior 
Bespondents. 

Richards. C. J. —This appeal arises 
out of a suit fco enforce payment of a sum 
of Rs, 10.000. principal and interest alleg¬ 
ed to he duo on foot of a mortgage, dated 
the 16th of July 1890, by sale of the 
mortgaged property. The mortgage-deed 
provided that the mortgagors should pay 
the principal amount secured in ten years 
by instalments of Rs. 625 yearly and 
that the interest should be paid 
monthly. There was this further clause : 

If we fail to pay the interest afore¬ 
said in any mouth or the principal by 

the stipulated period, as specitied above, 

or no payment is made in a year, the mort¬ 
gagee shall, under all these oiroumstanoes, 
bo at liberty to realize the entire amount 
with the interest aforesaid in a lump sum 
through Court by moans of a suit from the 
mortgaged and other moveable and immo¬ 
veable property and the person of us, the 
icxecutants." Later on the deed has a pro¬ 
vision which has boon translated as 
lollowa:— If the mortgagee in order to 
get interest does not bring a suit in default 
ot any instalment and we are unable to 
'pay the money, the interest should oon- 
,tinueup fco the stipulated period often 
years aud also after it up to the date of 


realization." This last clause seems to me 
simply to mean that the mortgaged pro¬ 
perty should remain and be security for the 
interest even if no suit was brought to 
enforce the monthly payment. No pay¬ 
ment was ever made upon foot of either 
principal or interest up to the date of the 
institution of the present suit on the 12bb 
of Juno 1912. 

The Court below has dismissed the 
plainifi's' suit, holding that the claim is 
barred by limitation. The plaintiffs 
appeal. 

In my opinion the decision of the Court 
below is correct. It is admitted that the 
Article of the Limitation Act which applies 
is Article 132. See the decision of their 
Lordships of the Privy Council in Fosw- 
deva Mudaliar v. Srinivasa Pillai (1). 
This Article deals with “suits to enforce 
payment of money charged upon immovea¬ 
ble property." The period of limitation 
prescribed is 12 years and time begins to 
run from the date when the money sued 
for becoynes due. No doubt if the mortga¬ 
gors had; fultilled their contract, the 
mortgagees would not have been entitled 
to sue until the expiration of ten years 
from the date of the mortgage, and in that 
case the present suit would have been 
within time. The provision, however, in 
the deed admittedly entitled the mortgagee 
to bring a suit to recover principal and 
interest after the first default, and if it can 
be said that the money then ''became 
due * the suit is barred by limita¬ 
tion. It is contended on behalf of 
the appellant that the mortgagees were 
entitled to sue, or not to sue and that 
accordingly on the true construction of 
the mortguge-deed the money did not **b6- 
come duo until the expiration of ten 
yoars from the date of the mortgage. 1 
cannot agree with this contention. It 
seems to mo that money is *^duc' when it 
can be legally demanded, and it is admitted 
in the present case that the money secur¬ 
ed by this mortgage could have been legal¬ 
ly demanded and recovered after the first 
default, and had a suit been brought for 
its recovery by sale of the mortgaged 
property the defendants could not fiave 
xdeaded that such a suit was premafiure, 
For this there is the high authority of the 


(I) (IW) 30 Mad. 426- 

•144-11 C. W. N. 1005 = ') 
C.L.J. 3/9 (P.C.) 


34 1. A. is; = 17 M.L.J 
i'om. L.R. 1104-6 


s 







191S 


Gaya Din v* Jhuman Lal 


Allahabad 191 


English Court of Appeal in the case of 
Beeves v. Butcher (i). In that case the 
plaintiff lent money to the defendant 
under a written agreement for a fixed 
period of five years “subjeot to the power 
to call in the same at an earlier period in 
the events hereinafter mentioned.'* The 
defendant agreed to pay interest quarterly 
and the plaintiff agreed not to call in the 
money for five years if the defendant 
should regularly pay interest. It was 
further provided that if the defendant 
should make default in payment of any 
quarterly payment of interest for 21 days, 
the plaintiff might call in the principal. 
No interest was ever paid. The plaintiff 
commenced his action within six years 
from the end of the period of five years. 
It was held that time began to run against 
the plaintiff from the earliest time at 
which the action could have been brought, 
that is to say, 21 days after the first instal* 
ment of interest beoams due. Lindley, 
L. J., said : ^*I am of opinion that we 
cannot differ from the judgment below 
without altering the law. The agreement 
is one reasocably easy to be understood. 
It provides for a loan for five years, subjeot 
to a provision that if default is made in 
punctual payment of interest, the princi- 
pal shall be recoverable atones. Now, the 
Statute of Limitations (21 Jac. l,c. 16) 
enacts that such actions as are therein 
mentioned, including 'all actions of debt 
grounded upon any lending or contract 
without specialty,* shall be brought 'with- 
in six years next after the cause of such 
action or suit, and not after.’ This expres¬ 
sion, ^oause of action,’ has been repeatedly 
the subjeot of decision, and it 
has been held, particularly in Hemp v. 
Garland (3), decided in 1843, that the 
cause of action arises at the time when the 
debt could first have been recovered by 
action. The right to bring an action may 
arise on various events ; but it has always 
been held chat the Statute runs from the 
earliest time at which an action could be 
brought.” 

Fry, L. J. said: “We have not to deter¬ 
mine whether the defence here set up is 
handsome or conscientious, but whether it 
is good at law—and I am of opinion that it 

(2) (1891) 2 Q. B. D. 509=65 L. T. 329 = 39 
W. R. 626=60 L. J. Q. B. 619. 

(3) 11879) 4 Q.B. 519 = 12 LJ. Q.B. 134=7 Jur. 
302-3 G. & D. 402=114 E.R. 994-62 R.R. 422, 


is. The agreement contains a stipulation 
that the lender shall not call in the priaoi- 
pal sum for a period of five years, if the 
borrower should so long live, and should 
duly and regularly pay the interest. This 
implies a contract by the borrover that 
the principal debt should be paid to once 
on the death of the borrower, or on default 
in payment of interest. The subse¬ 
quent provisoes imply a oontraet by the 
lender not to enforce payment after the 
death of the borrower until the expiration 
of a six months* notice, and a contract not 
to enforce payment of the capital for 
default in payment of interest until 21 
days after such default, thus giving the 
borrower further time. Subject to these 
stipulations, the implied contract to pay 
the principal remained in force. The 
principal, therefore, became payable 21 
days after the first quarterly instalruenb of 
interest became due, and from that time 
the Statute of Limitatioos began to run. 
If authority is wanted, Hemp v. Garland 
(3) is in point.’* Lopez, L. J., said: “The 
defendant alleges that the cause of action 
arose more than six years before the action 
was commenced, and that the action is 
barred by the Statute of Limitations. Now, 
when first had the plaintiff a cause of 
action? When default was made for 21 
days in payment of an instalment of 
interest. Hemp v. Garland (3) is in point. 
It is sa'd that this case is not good law, 
and that it has not been referred to for 
many years. I think that it has not been 
referred to because it has been acquiesced 
in, and it does not appear that it has ever 
been questioned.’* It seems to me that this 
case is the clearest authority (if authority 
were neeied) that money “becomes due” 
as soon as it is legally recoverable, quite 
irrespective of when the suit was instituted. 

This view was taken in the cise of 
Sitab Chand Nahar v. Hyder Malta (4) 
and in the case of Perumal Ayyany, 
Alagirisami Bhagavathar (5j. 

A somewhat contrary view was taken in 
the case of Nettakaruppa Gouiidati v 
Kumarasami Goundan (6). In this last 
case, however, the clause in the mortgage- 
deed was as follows : “In default of paying 
on the above dates, I shall pay tha said 
sum with inte rest at Rs. 15 per cent, per 

(4) (1897) 24 Cal. 281 = 1 C.W.N. 229^ ~~ 

(5) (1897) 20 Mad. 245 = 7 M.L.J. 222 

(C) (1899) 22 Mad. 20=3 M.L.J, 167. 
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annao}, from the date of the bond, irres- 
peofcive of the above due date, whenever 
you make the demand.*' The Court seetna 
to have thought that the money did not 
beoome due on default unless a demand 
was made. It is unnecessary to express any 
opinion as to whether or not the learned 
Judges were oorreot in their oonstruotion 
of the deed in question* because there are 
no similar words in the deed in tbe presant 
suit. 

A number of oases have been cited on 
behalf of the appellant* including the 
oases of the Maharaja of Benares v. 
Mand Ram (7), Shankar Prasad v- 
Jalpa Prasad (8), and Ajuihia v. Kunj- 
lal (9). All these oases dealt with the oon- 
atruotion of Article 75 of the Limitation 
Act which contains no reference to the 
money “becoming due,” and in my opi¬ 
nion these oases have no bearing on the 
question which we have to consider in the 
present appeal [see also Amolak Chand v. 
Baij Nath (10).] Article 75 is the Article 
applicable to quite a different euit from 
the present. The learned Advocate for the 
appellants also referred to a dictum of 
their Lordships of the Privy Council in the 
case of June^war Das v. Mahabeer 
Singh (11). Tae facts of that case 
were quite different and their Lordships 
expressly state that it was unneces¬ 
sary to decide the question to which 
the dictum refers. Their Lordships 
have, moreover, in the recent case to 
which I have referred decided that Article 
132 is the Article which applies to a suit 
on a simple mortgage to enforce payment 
of money charged on immoveable property. 
I am clearly of opinion that in the present 
case the money “became duo” within the 
meaning of that expression in ths Article 
of limitation when the first default was 
made and that accordingly the suit is 
barred by limitation. I would dismiss the 
appeal. 


Banerji, J.—The only question in this 
appeal is whether the plaintiffs* claim, 
which is one to enforce payment of the 
amount due on a simple mortgage by sale 


(7) (1907) 29 All. •U1 = A.\V.N. (1907) 139 ; 4 

A.L.J. 33f>. ’ 

(8) (1891) 16 All. 371 = A.W.N. (1891) 115. 

(9) (1908) 30 All. 123-A.W.N. (1908) 33 • 5 
A.LJ. 72. 


(10) (1913) 20 1.0. 933 = 35 All. 455. 

(11) (1875*76) 1 Cal. 163 = 25 W.R. 81 = 

3 l.A. 1 = 3 Sar. P.C.J. 58; 3 Sctb. P.O J 
222 (P.C.) 


of the mortgaged property* is barred by 
limitation. The mortgage bond is dated 
the 16bh of Jjily 1890 and the time fixed 
for re-payment is ten years. Jlxoepb for 
another provision in the bond, to which I 
shall presently refer, the amount secured 
by it was re-payable on 16bh July 1900 and 
as the present suit was instituted on the 
12!ih of June 1912, it would be within 
time under Article 132 of Schedule I of 
the Ltmikation Act, which has been held 
by their Lordships of the Privy Council 
to be applicable to a suit of this kind. The 
defendants, however, rely on the follow¬ 
ing provision of the bond and urge that the 
amount of the mortgage became due when 
default was made in the payment of the 
first instalment and as more than 12 years 
have elapsed since the date of default, the 
claim is time barred. The provision is 
this :—“We shall pay Rs. 625 yearly aud 
we shall pay the interest on the said 
amount monthly at the rate of 8 annas per 
month. If we fail to pay the interest 
aforesaid in any month or the principal by 
the end of the stipulated period as specified 
above, or no payment is made in a year, 
the mortgagee shall, under all these oir- 
cumstancesi be at liberty to realize tbe 
entire amount with the interest aforesaid 
in a lump sum through Court by means of 
a suit from the mortgaged and other 
moveable aud immoveable property and 
the persons of ui, the executants.” Had 
this clause stood alone, it might perhaps 
ha said, on the authority of the Euglish 
aud other cases cited ou bobalf of the res¬ 
pondents, that tho plaintiffs were bound 
to sue whoa default was first made in the 
payment of tho instalment fixed in the 
bond. The document, however, goes on to 
provide that “if tho mortgagees in order to 
got interest do not bring a suib'in default of 
payment of any instalment aud we be unable 
to pay the money, the iutereab should con¬ 
tinue up to the stipulated period of ten 
years and also after it up-to-date of realiaa- 
tiou.” This clause, in my opinion, means 
that the mortgagee is competent to wait 
for the full period of tan years stipulated in 
the bond aud it is not obligatory ou him 
to call in the money on tho occurrence of 
a default in tho payment of tho instalment. 
Tho bond, in its earlier provisions, made 
tho mortgaged property security both for 
principal aud interest, aud this clause would 
bo wholly unnecessary aud redundant if tho 
meaning of it was only to make tho pro- 
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perty aeourity for interest! or to provide for 
payment of interest. It says nothing 
about the security and it, in my opinion, 
clearly intends that the mortgagee might, 
if he so chose, wait for the full term of ten 
years and if he did so, interest would run 
till date of actual payment. This provision 
in the bond gives full power to the mort¬ 
gagee not to enforce bis right to claim the 
entire amount of the mortgage on the 
happening of a default but to wait till the 
expiry of the stipulated period of ten years. 
It is true that under Article 132 time be¬ 
gins to run from the date when the money 
becomes due, but that date depends upon 
the terms of each document and a true 
construction of those terms. In my 
judgment, in view of the clause in the 
bond in suit to wbiob I have referred, the 
money secured by the bond did not become 
due until the expiration of ten years from 
the date of the bond. Where under the 
terms of the document the creditor is autho¬ 
rized to wait for the full period stipulated 
for re-payment, the money cannot be held 
to have become due within the meaning of 
Article 132 until the expiry of that period. 
The first clause as to payment of the whole 
amount on the occurrence of a default was 
clearly inserted in the document for the 
benefit of the creditor and as he was 
expressly authorized not to take advantage 
of the clause I am unable to hold that he 
was bound to sue when default was made. 
Any other view would, as observed in 
Maharaja of Benares v. Hand Ram (7), 
be “ very unfortunate." " It would bo to 
punish a creditor for forbearance shown to 
his debtor, and compel him to press his 
demands at the earliest opportunity and 
insist upon speedy and full satisfaction of 
his claim." The question in that case was pf 
the applicability of Article 75, which, of 
course, does not govern this case, but the 
principle of the ruling applies. A similar 
view was held by Edge, C. J., and Blair, J., 
in Shankar Prasad v. Jalpa Prasad (8), 
which was a case of execution of a decree. 
The decree in that case provided that the 
amount of it should be paid by eight ins¬ 
talments and that in case of default and 
non-payment of any instalment, the plain¬ 
tiff bad power to realize in one lump sum 
the entire decretal money payable up to 
that time by executing the decree. It was 
held upon a construction of the decree that 
the **deoree-holder on the happening of 
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any default might, if he wished, execute 
the decree for all the decretal money then 
unpaid, but that it was not the intention 
that on the happening of a default the de¬ 
cree-holder should be bound to execute the 
decree once and for all.” In Juneswar 
Das V. Mahabeer Singh (11), their Lord¬ 
ships of the Privy Council expressed a 
similar opinion. That was a suit to re¬ 
cover the amount of a hypothecation bond 
in which the borrower engaged to re-pay 
the amount with interest on a day named, 
with a condition that in the event of the 
hypothecated lands being sold in execution 
of a decree before the day fixed for re¬ 
payment the lender should be at liberty 
at once to sue for the recovery of the debt* 
It was contended that the plaintiffs’ cause 
of action arose on the 18tb of May 1865, 
when the lands pledged were sold in exe¬ 
cution and that the suit having been 
brought after six years from that date was 
time-barred. With reference to this con¬ 
tention their Lordships observed : “Their 
Lordships must not be supposed, in coming 
to this decision, to give any countenance to 
the argument of Mr. Arathoon that this 
would have been barred if the limitation of 
six years under clause 16 had been appli¬ 
cable to it. They think upon the cons¬ 
truction of this bond there would be good 
reason for holding that the cause of action 
arose within six years of the oommonco- 
raent of the suit.” Their Lordships thus 
held that limitation would begin to run 
from the date fixed for payment and that 
the cause of action arose, that is to say, 
the money became due on that date and 
not on the date on which the hypo¬ 
thecated property was sold in execution. 
It is true that their Lordships said 
that it was not necessary to decide the 
point in the view which they took of the 
period of limitation applicable to the case 
before them, but an expression of opinion 
by their Lordships is entitled to the great¬ 
est weight and ought to guide the Courts 
in this .country. Considerable reliance 
was placed on behalf of the respondents on 
the cases of Sitab Chand Nahar v. Hyder 
Malla (4) and Perumal Ayyan v. Alagiri- 
sami Bhagavathar (5). In neither of 
those cases was there a clause in the bond 
similar to the one in this case which ex¬ 
pressly empowered the creditor to wait for 
the full term of the mortgage. Those 
cases, therefore, are, in my opinion, no 
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anthorifcy on the question before us. The 
decision of that question depends upon 
the true oonstruotion of the terms of the 
bond and the intention of the parties as 
gathered from the bond, I am of opinion 
that upon a true oonstruotion of the bond 
in this case the money secured by it be- 
oame due on the expiration of ten years 
from the date of the bond and that the 
olaim is not barred by limitation. I would 
allow the appeal) set aside the deoree of 
the Court below and remand the oase to 
that Court for trial on the merits. 

Tudball, J .—X concur with the learned 
Chief Justice that the present suit is 
barred by limitation. The matter to my 
mind is a simple one. Article 132 oiearly 
applies and under that Article time began 
to run from the date on which the money 
became due. To find out the date on 
which the money became due one has to 
examine the conditions laid down in the 
bond. They are simple and run as 
follows : “ It is covenanted that we shall 
pay the said amount of j)riuoipal within 
ten years, that is, we shall pay Rs. 625 
annually, and we shall pay the interest on 
the said amount monthly at the rate of 8 
annas per mouth. If wo fail to pay the 
interest aforesaid in any mouth or the 
priucii al in the stipulated period as speci¬ 
fied above, or no payment is made in a 
year, the mortgagee shall under all those 
oiroumstnDocs be at liberty to realize the 
entire amount with the interest aforesaid 
in a lump sum through Court by means of 
a suit from tlio mortgaged and other 
moveable and immoveable property, and 
the persons of us, the executants. Wo or 
our heirs or representatives shall have no 
objection or excuse in any way.” Then 
ooinoB a clause on which considerable stress 
has been laid on behalf of the appellants 
but whiol) in my opinion is not of the 
slightest assistance to them. Correctly 
translated tlnit clause runs as follows :— 

If the mortgagee in his desire for interest 
does not bring a suit on any default of ours 
and we are unable to pay the -monoy, the 
interest shall oontiauo up to the stipulated 
period of 10 years and also after that up 
to the date of r-'nlization.’* It is an ad¬ 
mitted fact that the mortgagors failed to 
make any paymentsof interest within the 
first year after the execution of the deed, 
and no instalment of principal or interest 
has over boon paid. Under the terms of 
the bond immodiatoly on the first default 
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occurring the mortgagor was clearly liable 
to pay the whole sum to the mortgagee. 
In other words, the money became due 
from the mortgagor to the mortgagee on 
the ocoaiion of the first default. I fail to 
see how the last clause, which I have 
mentioned above, helps the appellants in 
any way. It seems to me that this clause 
was simply put into the document in order 
to make it quite clear that the interest 
sbocild continue to run in spite of no suit 
being brought not only up to the expiry of 
the 10 years but also up to the date of 
realisation. It was simply put in to make 
it clear that interest would not cease to 
run after the expiry of 10 years. The 
mortgagee on the occurrence of the first 
default was fully entitled to demand his 
money and the mortgagor could not have 
met him with the plea that his demand 
was premature. There is no question of 
* waiver,’ for no waiver has been alleged, 
much less proved. Paragraph 3 of the 
plaint is practically a repudiation of any 
waiver. In my opinion under the clear 
terms of this bond the money “became 
due’* in the year 1890 and the present suit 
was many years beyond time. I would, 
therefore, dismiss the appeal. 

By the Court. —The order of the Court 
is that the a ho dismissed with costs, 
including in this Court foes on the higher 
scale. 

Appeal dhrnisst^. 
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ChaMier, J. 

Binjhubir and others —Plaiutiffs-Ap- 
pollants 

V. 

Tulshi Ram and others —Dofendants- 
Rospoudents. 

Sooond Appeal No. 578 of 1914, decided 
on 16bh April 1915, from the decision of 
the Sub-J., Farrukbabad, dated 2ud Febru¬ 
ary 1914. 

U.P. Laiui Revenue Act (3 of PX)1), 5s. 106 
110, 111 tniii 112—5s. no, 111 112 are 

applteablv to tmper/ect piirtition^There/ore 
giicstiott of title though not raise*? becotnes res 
judicata—CiVi7 P.C. (5 of PX)S), 5. 11. 

Ss. no. Ill, 112 of the I.and Revouue Act do 
apply to imperfect partiuous and, thor^fore, the 
rule to the oil'oot that a party to a partition 
proceeding who has had the opportunity of 
pleading a ijuestion of title aud has not availed 
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himseU of that opportunity, cannot maintain a 
suit in the Civil Court for the relief which he 
might have claimed in the partition proceedings, 
does apply to proceedings taken for Imperfect 
partition. 29 All. 604 Ref. and 1899 A.W.N. 190 
Dist, [P. 195, Col. 2.] 

B* N. Vyas —for Appellants. 

A, P. Duhe—iox Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of a 
suit brought by the appellants for a de¬ 
claration, that they are entitled to a one- 
sixth share in a certain patti. The prayer 
for relief is not worded in this way but 
this is the meaning of it. The lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court has declined to make such a 
declaration, but has made a declaration of 
another description intended to limit the 
rights of the respondents in a certain way. 
On the facts as found by the lower Appel¬ 
late Court the appellants are entitled to 
the share which they claimed a-'.d the 
only question is whether they are entitled 
to obtain a declaration to that effect in the 
Civil Court. It appears that in the khewat 
of 1305 Fasli the plaintiffs were shown 
as entitled to a three-eighteenths share 
and the respondent Tulshi Rim was shown 
entitled to an eight-eighteenths share. 
At the recent Settlement by some mistake 
a record was prepared showing that the 
appellants are entitled to no more thau a 
one-sixteenth share while the respondent 
Tulshi Rim is shown as entitled to an 
eight-sixteenths share. Thus the appel¬ 
lants* share has been reduced and the res¬ 
pondent Tulshi Rim’s share bas been in¬ 
creased. The only defence with which I 
am concerned now is that the appellants 
might and ought to have put forward their 
claim in certain partition proceedings and 
as they did not do so, they are not entitled 
to maintain the present suit. It is a fact 
that partition prooesdings were instituted 
to which the appellants were made parties^ 
the usual proclamation was issued and a 
date was fixed by which those concerned 
were required t? state their objaebions, if 
any, to the partition. The appellaube bad 
an opportunity of putting forward their 
objeobionSi but did not do so. They may 
have been misled by an order of another 
Revenue Court pa3sed on an application 
for the correction of the khewat. That 
Court was not satisfied that the record 
was incorrect and rejected the present ap¬ 
pellants’ application bo have it altered, 
saying that their remedy lay in the Civil 
Court. The fact that another Rivenue 


Court in another proceeding suggested that 
the appellants should proceed by way of a 
suit in a Civil Court, did not relieve the 
appellants from the necessity of putting 
forward their claim in the partition pro¬ 
ceeding. It was contended in the lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court, and it has been contended 
before me, that the rule laid down in a 
number of oases in this Court,including that 
of Nathi \fal v. Tej Singh (1), bo the effect 
that a party to a partition proceeding, who 
has had the opportunity of pleading a 
question of title and has nob availed him¬ 
self of that opportunity, cannot maintain 
a suit in the Civil Court (or the relief 
which he might have claimed in the parti¬ 
tion proceedings, does not apply to the 
case of an application for imperfect parti¬ 
tion. Reliance is placed on the decision 
of this Court in Aisha Begam v. Abdul¬ 
lah Khan (2). In that case Knox and 
Aikman, JJ., dealing with a plea similar 
to that put forward by the respondent 
Tulshi Ram in the present oise, said the 
answer to this plea is that while it is true 
that on an application for perfect pi-rtitiou 
a case may arise ou which, under Sec¬ 
tions 112 and 113 of theN.W. P. Lmd 
Revenue Act, there can be a decision 
which would have the effect of finally 
determining the conflicting claims, the 
same result cannot take place in a case 
of imperfect partition. In the case of an 
imperfect partition any objection, would, 
with reference to the last clause of Sec¬ 
tion 134 of the N.-W. P. Laud Revenue 
Act, pub the applicant for partition out of 
Court.” Wi^’ o’b expressing any opinion as 
to the correctness of the oonstructio a placed 
in that case on the proviso to Section 134 
of the Act of 1873, I think it is sufficient 
to say that that proviso finds no place in 
the present Land Revenue Act (Local 
Act III of 1901). Section 106 of the pre¬ 
sent Act provides that the procedure pres¬ 
cribed in Chapter VII of the Act shall 
be followed in all partibions, whether 
perfect or imperfect, except where it is 
otherwise expressly declared. The sections 
with which we are concerned in the 
present case are Sections 110, 111 and 112. 
It is not declared that these sections do 
not apply to imperfect partitions. I must, 
therefore, hold that they do apply to 

(1) (1907) 23 All. 604 = 4 A.L.J. 578 = 1907 A. 
W.N. 190. 

(2) (1899) A.WN. 190. 
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imperfeot paitiMoDS and t;ba6 the rule laid 
down by bo many deoisionB of tbia Court, 
with reference to objections which might 
have but have not been put forward in 
the partition proooedings, applies under 
the present Act to proceedings taken for 
imperfeot partition as well as to proceed¬ 
ings taken for perfect partition. For these 
reasons I am of opinion that the first relief 
claimed by the appellants in the present 
suit cannot be granted to them by the 
Civil Court, 1, therefore^ dismiss this 
appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed . 
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PlGGOTT AND OHAMIEB, JJ. 

Jwala Pershad Sahu —Plaintifif-Ap- 

pellant 

V, 

Bifjalram ^^andwari —Dafendant-Ros- 
pondent. 

Civil Revn. Appln. No. 1 of 1915, de¬ 
cided on 24tb March 1915, from the decree 
of the Dist. J., Gorakhpur, dated 4th 
September 1914. 

Civil P. C. {5 of 1908). O. 9, 8, O. 17. R. 2, 

and O. 11, R. 21 —failing to produce 
account books^Ordcr not referring to docu- 
ments disclosed in pieadinjs or affidavits — 
^uit dismissed for default^.{pf>’i'-ation lios to 
restore suit—Civil P. C. O. 11, R. 21. 

The plaintiff wa^ required to produce some 
bo)k 9 of account on a lixed date but tlio order 
did not rofor to any d.)cutnou's di^:Io>ol lu 
pleading? or alfiluvits. The plaintiff being 
absent on that day. the Court dismissed the 
suit. 

lleldf that an upplioition to restore the suit 
was maintainable as the order dismissing the 
suit was not under O. 11 , R. 2l but under 0. 9, 
R. 8 and 0. 17, R. 2 . [P. l9oC 2 1 

(b) Civil P. C, (5 of 1908), O. 11, R. 21—/?. 21 
requires that the documents must be referred to 
in pleadings or affidavits. 

A suit can bo dUinissod under Order XI. Rule 
21, for failure to CDmply w.th an order f)r dis¬ 
covery or Inspection of dooumants only when 
the documents are referred to in the pleadings 
oramdavits. [P. 19 q 2 ] 

il/l L, A<jarwala~~ior Appallant. 

Tej Bahalur Sapra and Panne^hwar 
Ddijal for Isioar Saran—iox Respon¬ 
dent. 

Judgment. Taia ia an application for 
revision of an order of the District Judge 
of Gorakhpur dismissing an appeal against 
an order of the Additional Munsif of 
Djoria disallowing an application for resto¬ 


ration of a Case which had been dismisBed. 
It appears that the plaintiff was required 
by the Court to produce aome books of 
account. He failed to comply with the 
order of the Court and on March the 
23rd. 1914, the date ultimately fixed for 
the production of the acoounts, he waa 
absent. The Munaif recorded an order 
which concluded as follows : ‘‘As the 
plaintiff is absent, order—the suit is dis¬ 
missed with costs. The defendant shall 
get his costs from the plaintiff." It seems 
to US that there can be no doubt that the 
Munsif was acting under Order XVII, 
Rule 2, read with Order IX, Rule 8, Civil 
Procedure Code, and that he dismissed the 
suit because the plaintiff did not appear 
when the suit was called on for hearing 
aud not because the plaintiff had failed to 
produce his books. The plaintiff applied 
for restoration of the case under Order 
IX, Rule 9, Civil Procedure Code, The 
Munsif dismissed the application, because 
in his opinion the suit had been dismissed 
under Order XI, Rule 21, therefore, no 
application for restoration was maintain¬ 
able, and also because the plaintiff had 
failed to satisfy him that he had sufficient 
cause for his non-appearance. The plain¬ 
tiff then appealed to the D.strict Judge, 
who dismissud the appeal saying . “The 
application was rightly rcjactiod because 
the suit hal been dismissed uador the 
provisions of Order XI, Rule 21, of the 
Code of Civil Procedure,*' It saema to us 
that boDh the District Judge and the 
Munsif were under a misconception when 
they said that the suit bad beou dismissed 
under Order XI, Rule 21. It is not a case 
of a party having failed to comply with an 
order for discovery or iuspeotiou of doou- 
uiouts, for such an order could only refer 
to documents the oxistouco of which was 
referred to in the pleadings or affidavits. 
The result is that through a miscoaoep- 
tion the District Judge has failed to oon- 
aidor whether the plaintiff was entitled to 
present an application for restoration of 
the ease. It is clear that the learned 
Judge was of opinion that if the plaintiff 
objected to the order dismissing his suit, 
he should have appealed under Order 
XLIII, Rule 1 (/j. lu short, the District 
Judgo has, through a inisoonoeptiou, failed 

to exercise his jurisdiction, Ha ought to 

have heard the appeal on the merits. Wa 
allow this application, sat aside the ordqt 
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of the Dietri ot Judge and direcb that the 
record be returned to him in order that 
he may dispose of the plaintiff’s appeal 
according to law. Costs of this applica¬ 
tion will be costa in the cause. 

Application allowed* 
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Ohamier and Piqgott, JJ. 

* l^ahafaj N'otain Sheopufi and another 

—Dafendants-Appellants 

V. 

Shahsi Shekhares hwar Plain¬ 

tiff-Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 135 of 1914, decided 
on 8th March 1915, from an order of the 
Dist. J., Benares. 

(a) specific Relief Act (1 of 1872), S. 42>~Suit 
for declaration of being an Honorary Secretary 
—Burden is on plaintiff to show that suit is for 
legal right under S, 42. 

Where the plaintiff sues for a declaration 
that he is the Honorary Secretary to an assooia- 
tion and that a resolution passed at a meeting 
of the association dismissing blm from the 
secretaryship is null and void t 

HeW, that he is bound to satisfy the Court 
that the suit is one oouceining the right to an 
office within the meaning of Section 9 of the 
Civil Procedure Code, and also that what ho is 
enforcing in the suit is his right to a certain 
'legal character' within the meaning of Section 
42 of the Specific Relief Act. [P. 197, C. 2.J 

(b) Civil P. C. (5 of 19U8). S. 9—C/atm for 
Honorary Secretaryship where services volun- 
tary and gratuitous is not one for o^ce. 

Where the plaintiff's services to an associa¬ 
tion are voluntary and gratuitous aid where 
there is no question of any contract between 
him and its doard of Trusteas, the Civil Court 
has no jurisdiotion to entertain the suit. 

[P. 197, C. 2.] 

s. 0, Qhowihri and S, C. Binerjee^ 
for Appellant. 

4. E, Ryves, Harendra Krishna 
Mukerji and A, G, Mitra—lor Respon¬ 
dent. 

^;”Jud^iiient. —la this oisa the plaintiff, 
Raja Sishi Sakareahwar Roy, Rd Biha- 
dur, deaorlbaa hiaiaalt as the Ohief Seore- 
tary of the Boird of Truateea, otherwise 
known as the Pratiaiddi Sibht, of an 
Association kaown as the Sri Bharat 
Daarjna Mahaouandal, registered under 

Act XXI of 1860. He coonpUins in otfaot 
that the two defendantsi who are members 
oftaes^mj Assooiatioa, are siekiag tj 


remove him from the post of Chief Secre¬ 
tary and have endeavoured to do so by 
measures contrary bo the rules of the As¬ 
sociation itself. Ha asks for a declaration 
that a circular convening a meeting to be 

held on; May 12th, 1912, v;a8 invalid 
and inoperative under the rules 
or constitution of the said Sri Bharat 
Dharma Mahamandal,” and that the meet¬ 
ing held in consequence of this notice 
and the resolutions passed at the said 
meeting are “ null and void." 

The first Court held that the dispute 
was not one cognizable by the Civil 
Courts and that the plaintiff had no locus 
standi under S. 42 of the Specific Relief 
Act to ask for a declaration ; it dismissed 
the suit accordingly. The learned District 
Judge in appeal has reversed this finding 
and remanded the suit for trial on the 
merits. The appeal before us is by the de¬ 
fendants against this order of remand. 

I think the first Court was substantially 
right and that the learned District Judge 
has taken too narrow a view of the ques¬ 
tion in issue. In order to succeed, the 
plaintiff has to satisfy the Court both that 
the suit is one concerning the right to an 
office, within the meaning of Section 9 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure, and also that 
what he is enforcing in this suit is his 
right to a certain “legal character” within 
the meaning of S. 42 of the Specific Relief 
Act (No. 1 of 1877;. Of the reported oases 
bo which wo were referred in argument, 
the one mist nearly in point is that of 
Channu Ddt Vyas v. Biibu Nandan (1). 
It may bo that the fact that a plaintiff is 
claiming some position to which no remu¬ 
neration attaches is not always decisive ; 
but in the present case I think it is so. If 
the plaintiff were the paid Secretary of 
the Board of Trustees he would have 
certain rights founded upon contract, and 
he could claim the enforce nent of the 
rules of the Society or Association as they 
existed at the time of his appointment, in 
so far as those rules formed part of the 
essential conditions subject to which he 
accepted his employment. As a matter of 
fact the plaintiff's services are voluntary: 
and gratuitous; there is no question of any 
contract between him and the Beard of 
Trustees. The latter have a perfect right 
to entrust the duties of Heaorary Sacre- 
tary to their body to such psrseu or per¬ 


il) (1910) 6 I.C. 223=52 All. 527. 


198 Allahabad In tub M4TrBR0P 


sons, willing to undertake the eame, as 
they may from time to time approve. It 
would be idle for the Civil Courts to enter 
upon an investigation of the rules of this 
particular Association governing the ap¬ 
pointment of Honorary Secretarie8» when 
those rules themselves could be altered at 
any moment by the Board of Trustees, 
and there is no enforceable contract in ex¬ 
istence which could bind the Trustees to 
abide by the rules in existence at the time 
of the plaintiff's appointment in their 
subsequent dealings with him. That this is 
no merely conjectural argument is sufiBoi- 
ently shown by the fact that, at the hear¬ 
ing of this appeal, we have been handed 
two different seta of rules, the appellant 
putting in a book dated “January 1911” 
and the respondents one of 1913. The 
point really lies in a nutshell. The plaintiff 
either does or does not possess the confi¬ 
dence and support of a majority of the 
Boat'd of Trustees. In the former case no 
such machinatioDS as are alleged in the 
plaint could prevent the said Board from 
continuing to use his services as their 
Honorary Secretary, in the latter case no 
decree which any Civil Court could pass 
on a suit like the present could prevent 
the Board of Trustees from dispensing 
with the plaintiff 's services and employing 
some one else. 

I would set aside the order of the lower 
Appellate Court and restore the decree of 
the Court of lirst instinoe dismissing this 
suit. 


Chamier, J, —I agree. 

By the Court- The order and decree 
of the lower Appellate Court are set aside 
and the deoreoof the Court of first instance 
dismissing the suit is restored. The de 
fendanta will got their costs in all Courts 


Appeal allowed. 
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FULL BENCH. 

Knox, Rafique and Piggott, JJ. 

In the matter of Maharaj Someshar Dut, 


Civil Miso. Appeal No. 620 of 1914, 
decided on 9th February 1915, on refer¬ 
ence by the Board of Revenue 


Jitamp Act (2 of 18J9). S, 4 -Gift deed and 
maintenance deed executed by two brothers 

unTrTi!' transaction a 

Where the two brothers 7'and 5. to settle a 
dispute between them. e.>wecutad two iQstru.ucuts, 


MaHABAJ SOMHSHAB DojIT' iV 
one a deed of gift whereby JT conveyed all his 

property to S and another by which S undertook 
to maintain T during his life. [P, igg^ c. 1.1 

Held.thdst the two instruments togethw were 

one transaction within the meaning of the word 
•‘settlement” in section 4 of the Stamp Act and 
were chargeable with the stamp duty in accord¬ 
ance with that section. [P, 199^ c, j j 

Ryves —for the Crown. 

Judgment— On the 15bh of May 1914 
two brothers, Tirbhuwan Dat Sakul and 
Maharaj Someshar Dut Sukul, executed 
each of them a document. The deed of 
gift executed by Tirbhuwan Dat Sukul 
has been endorsed by us as Exhibit A and 
the deed executed by Maharaj Samoshar 
Dut Sukul has been marked as. Exhibit B 
and will be alluded to in the course of this 
judgment in those terms. 

Deed A is said to be\r a etatnp of 
Rs. 1,125. Deed B bears a stamp of 
Rs. 10. When the two documents were 
taken to the Registration Office, deed B 
was impounded and on its coming before 
the Deputy C Jmmisstouar, Sitapur, that 
officer cams to the oonclusion that the 
stamp required was a stamp of Rs. 360. 
He also considered that a penalty of 
Rs. 700 should be paid by Maharaj Somo- 
ahar Dut. Someshar Dut appealed from 
the decision of the Deputy Commissioner 
to the Board of Revenue. 

The Board of .Revenue were unable to 
come to any conclusion as to what was the 
right and proper stamp to impose and have 
referred the matter to this Court under 
soobiou 57 of the Indian Stamp Act. 

We have had both deeds road to us and 
we have had the asftisUnco of the learned 
Government Advocate in considering the 
matter. Deed B is very inartisttoally drawn 
up, the bauguago in which it is expressed is 
oi such a dubious kind that it has not been 
easy to come to a decision on the question 
referred. 

Briefly stated the case is as follows 
Tirbhuwan Dut Sukul in consideration of 
love and affection aud the promieio to be 
maintained by bis brother executed a deed 
of gift over his immoveable aud moveable 
property. It is this deed which has been 
stamped with a stamp of rupees 1,125, 
Maharaj bomeshar Dut Sukul, as said 
above on the same date, executed deed B. 
In that deed ho promises that during the 
life-time of Pandit Tirbhuwan Dut he will 
pay whatever expenses may be required on 
account of food, oouveyauca, travelling for 
pilgrimjge, charity, clothing, etc., provided 
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that Tirbhuwan Dut lives permaaently in 
the ancestral house or in the house in 
which he may with his consent put him 
up and that have no concern with the 
quarrelsome persons who created disunion 
between Pandit Tirbhuwan Dut and 
himself. 

There is a further clause which lays 
down the maximum amount per mensem 
which Tirbhuwan Dut may expend for 
charity and railway journey, etc. Up to 
this maximum Mabaraj Someshar Dut 
Sukul agrees to pay. There is also a 
clause regarding money ** required for 
expenses and how that is to be assessed, 
no definite sum is given. Certain pro¬ 
perty which is detailed in the deed is 
hypothecated and the deed says that that 
property will he responsible for the expen¬ 
ses of Pandit Tirbhuwan Dut wherever 
and to whomsoever it is transferred. The 
property scheduled difiers, save and except 
one house, from the property scheduled in 
deed A. 

We have tried to see whether deed B 
can come within any of the deeds set out in 
Schedule 1 of the Indian Stamp Act, but 
we cannot find any Article which exactly 
covers the deed. 

Looking broadly to the two documents 
we are satisfied that the deed B is one 
which comes within Section 4 of the Indian 
Stamp Act. The transaction before the 
parties may fairly be said to come within 
the word “ settlement.’* The two instru¬ 
ments were intended by the parties to be 
employed in completing this one transac* 
tioD and the principal instrument as deter¬ 
mined by the parties has been stamped 
and more than sufficiently stamped. 

Deed B has incur opinion been properly 
stamped and more than sufficiently stamped 
in accordance with the provisions of Section 
4 of the Act. 

We have not overlooked the fact that in 
dealing with an Act of this kind we have 
to construe the Act in favour of the subject. 

Let- a copy of this our judgment be sent 
to the Chief Controlling Revenue Autho¬ 
rity i.e., to the Board of Revenue, as our 
opinion on the matter r eferred to us. 

Beference answered. 
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Chamier and Piggott. JJ. 

Utma Kuuit —Applicant-Appellant 

V. 

Bhagwanta Kuar —Opposite Party- 

Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 22 of 1915, decided on 
10th May 1915, from an order of the Dist. 
J., Azamgarh, dated 7th November 1914. 

Guardians and Wards Act (8 of 1890), Ss. 12 
and 25^Proceedings of appointment of guard¬ 
ian of person not complete unless possession 
delivered — Court competent to take action under 
S. 12. 

Where a person has been appointed guardian 
of the person of a minor, the proceedings cannot 
be regarded as complete until the guardian has 
obtained effective possession of the person of the 
ward. If the guardian Is not in such possession, 
the Court should take action under S. 12 of the 
Guardians and Wards Act (VIII of 1890) to place 
the minor in his possession. [Case-law referred.] 

[P. 200. C. 2.] 

Sital Prasad Ghose —for Appellant. 

Hamilton —for Respondent. 

Judgment. —This is an appeal by a 
guardian lawfully appointed under the 
Guardians and Wards Act, VIII of 1890, 
The facts are peculiar. Musammai Utma 
Kuar applied to the District Judge of 
Azamgarh to be appointed guardian of 
the person and property of her minor 
daughter, Chandra Kuar. She stated in 
her application that the minor had been 
removed from her care and custody by her 
married daughter, Musammat Bhagwanta 
Kuar, sister of the said minor; but she 
did not ask the Court to take action under 
S. 12 of Act VIII of 1890. Notice was 
issued to Musammat Bhagwanta Kuar, 
and certain matters having been inquired 
into by the Court, an order was passed 
on the 26th of August 1914 appointing 
Mussammat Utma Kuar guardian of the 
person of her minor daughter, and a formal 
certificate of guardianship was issued to 

her dated Slst August 1914, On 15bh Sep¬ 
tember 1914 Musammat Utma Kuar pre¬ 
sented an application to the Court, alleging 
that she was still unable to obtain posses¬ 
sion of the person of the minor and asking 
the Court to take stops to cause the minor 
to be placed in her chage. This application 
was rejected by the learned District Judge, 
on the ground that he had no jurisdiction 
to take any action in the matter under the 
provisions of Act VIII of 1890 and that 
Musammat Utma Kuar*8 only remedy was 
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by way oJ a regular suit. According to the 
principles laid down by this Court in 
Sham Lai v. Bindo (l)i with which we 
entirely concur, no regular suit for the 
purpose suggested could have been 
brought. We are satisfied that the minor 
Chandra Kuar became a ward of the Court 
from the date of the order appointing 
Musammat Utma Kuar to be her guardian 
and on general principles the District 
Judge became thereby empowered to 
enforce, for the benefit of the minor, all 
the provisions contained in the Guardians 
and Wards Act, VIII of 1890. One of 
these provisions is to be found in Section 
24, which lays down that a guardian of 
the person of a ward is charged with the 
custody of the ward and must look to his 
(or her) support, health and education, 
Musammat Utma Kuar was asking the 
Court to assist her to perform the duties 
imposed upon her by the section above 
quoted, and wo are quite satisfied, on 
geuoriil principles nlono, that she was 
entitled to tiie awsistance of the Court. The 
matter has been argued before ua on various 
technical grounds. An objection has been 
taken on behalf of the respondent that the 
order of the District Judge, whether right 
or wrong, is one against which no appeal 
lies under the provisious of Sootiou 47 of 
Act VIlI of 1890. It has also been argued 
that whatever iiowers Uio Court possesses 
by way of controlling the possession of 
the person of a minor ward, its jurisdiction 
18 limited by Sections 12 and 25 of the Act 
itself. Neither of those sections, it has 
been contended, applies to the present 
case. Over the question whether an 
appeal lies or not wo are disposed to pass 
lightly. If wo are satisfied that the learn¬ 
ed District Judge has in fact rejootod the 
application of Musammat Utma Kuar 
upon wrong grounds, then he has refused 
to exercise jurisdiction in a matter in 
which it was inoumbont upon him to 
exorcise such jurisdiction. If wo cannot 
interfere by way of appeal, wo cuu intor- 
fero by way of revision, as laid down by 
Section 48 of Act Vllf of 1890. With 
regard to Sections 12 and 25 of the 

possiblo that 
either or both of these sections might be 

applied. On the whole, if the matter is 

to be dealt with as a technical question 


(1) (IQi.l) Jo ;\|i 5oj=i .-V I. j —lou 
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with reference strictly to the wording of Act 
VIII of 1890, the preferable view seems to 
us to be that the Court below could have 
taken action, and was bound to take action 
under Section 12 of the Act. In view of the 
provisions of Section 24 of the Act to which 
we have already referred, the appointment 
of Musammat Utma Kuar to the guardian¬ 
ship of the person of this minor ward could 
not be regarded as complete until she had 
obtained effective possession of the person 
of the ward, so as to enable her to discharge 
the duties laid upon her by that section. It 
is quite true that Section 12 of the Act pro. 
yidea for the temporary custody of a minor 
in the interim between application being 
made to the Court and the final conclusion 
of the necessary proceedings for the appoint¬ 
ment of a guardian of the person of the 
minor, but as we have already pointed out 

those proceedings are really nob complete 
until the guardian of the ward has obtained 
the custody of the minor. We think, there¬ 
fore,that it was still open to the Court be¬ 
low to take action under section 12 of the 
Act. An alternative view would be for the 
Court to proceed on the assumption that 
what ought to;hav 0 been done had been 
done, and that the custody of the minor had 
technically been made over to the lawfully 
appointed guardian from the date of such 
appointment, in this view the provisions of 
Section 25 would apply. From any point 
of view we are satisfied that the Court be¬ 
low was wrong and its order cannot be sus¬ 
tained. We sot it aside and remand the 
ease to the Court below with directions to 
re-admit the same to the file of pending 
applications and dispose of it according to 
law. Costs of this appeal will be costs in 
the cause and oan be dealt with by the 

Court below when finally disposing of the 
matter. 


Case reina)\ded. 
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Richards, C. J. and Piggott, J. 

Bharat Iniu and Plaialiiffs- 

Appellants 


V. 

Gohardhan Bas and othe>^s —Djfendanfcs- 
Respondents. 


Pirqt; Aopeal No. 279 of 1913, decided 
on I7fch Marob 1915, from the deer^o of 
theSub-J., Bireilly, dated lafe May 1913. 

iti^Tranfifer of Prope>^ty Act (i of 1882), S. 
^O-^Attachnent of equity of redemption after 
eomDromise decree on fnoftqage was t>7ssed~^ 
Auction Purchaser has to pay decretal amount 
for redemption. 


H executed a mort^asje in favour of O in 1899. 
P had a deoree against H in execution ot which 
he attached the equity of redemption of H in 
that mortgage in 1907 and purchased it himself 
in 1911. In the m^antimi a suit bad been brought 
under the foot of the mortgage of 1898 and a 
compromise decrea was passed in 1910 .* 

Held, that in a redemption suit brought by B 
against G, the former was bound to pay th’ 
amount decreed in favour of the mortgagee 
under the decree of 1910 and that the attachment 
of the equity of redemption in 1907 had no 
effect in determining the amount which B bad 
to pay to the mortgagee at the time of the 
redemption. fP. 203. C. 1.] 


(b) Civil P. C. (5 of 1908). O. 21, B. 46 
(sBinble) Aitachfftcftt does ttot create an estate 
merely puts it in custody of Court. 
S'ew&Ze.—A u attachment of a property does 
not confer an estate. It merely operates to 
keep the property in the custody the law 
until such time as a sale can be had to satisfy 
the decree by virtue of which the attachment 
is Issued. ^03, C. 1.] 

8, C, Bawerji—for Appellants. 


L. -AT. Banerji —for Reapondenta. 

Judgment. This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiffs claimed to 
redeem a mortgage, dated the 18th of 

July 1898, and made by Hakim Wilavet 
Ali in favour of one Maharaj Gjbardhan 
Das, the principal amount borrowed being 
the sum of Rs. 6,000. There is no disoute 
between the parties that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to redeem the mortgage. The 
contest is that the plaintiffs say that they 
are entitled to redeem upon payment of 
the principal sum of Rs. 6,000, whilst on 
the other hand the defendants say that 
the amount due upon their mortgage has 
been duly and finally ascertained by a 
decree of this Court dated the Ist of August 
1910. This decree ascertains the amount 
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due for principal, interest and coats at the 
sum of Rs. 20,270-11-0 with future interest 

at 1 per cent, per mensem. The defen¬ 
dants contend that the plaintiffs cannot 
redeem without paying this sum. The 

Court below has decided in favour of the 
defendants. 


ineiaotsarea little complicated, bub 
may nevertheless be shortly stated. The 
plaintiffs had another mortgage against 
Hakim Wilayet Ali affecting other pro¬ 
perty than that now in suit. They sued 
on foot of this mortgage,obtained a decree 
sold the property and having exhausted’ 
their rights against the mortgage seourity, 
they applif'd for a decree under Section 
90 of the Transfer of Property Act, so as 
to enable them to follow the other pro¬ 
perty of the judgment-debtor for the 
purpose of realising a large sum still un¬ 
paid. This decree they duly obtained, 
and m execution thereof they attached the 
property which itis now sought to redeem; 
and later on. on the 21st of March 1911 
aDd the2l8t of August 1911. purchased 

It themselves. We may mention that the 
attachment was made on the 12th of 

Novomb.r 1907, although the actual sale 
did not tike place until the dates just 
mentioned. In the meantime a suit on 
loot of the mortgage, which itis now 
sought to redeem, was instituted in Feb¬ 
ruary 1909. It is now necessary for a 
moment bo refer to the particular nature 
of the mortgage. On the face of it. it is a 
P 038 e 8 so:y mortgage. It expressly provi¬ 
des that the possession should go against 
interest, that the mortgagee should rot 
be accountable for rents and profits, and 
on toe other hand the mortgagor should 
not be liable for interest. Simultaneously, 
however, two other documents, namely a 

were executed and re¬ 
gistered. These documents provided that 
the mortgagor should remain in possession 
as tenant to the mortgagee, paying a 
yearly rent which in fact was equal to 12 
per cant, per annum simple interest on the 
principal sum of Rg. 6,000. The mort¬ 
gage was recited and there was a provision 
that rent in arrear should bear interest at 

X ^ P-r mensem. In the 

plaint the mortgagee sot forth that the 

mortgagors had only paid 1^ years* interest, 
and aooordingly they claimed that the full 
principal sum was due together with com¬ 
pound interest at the rate of 12 per cent 
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per annum after giving credit for the 
li years in which the rent was paid. The 
defence was that there was no liability in 
respect of interest^ that the mortgagee 
eonld only sue for rent under the leasoi 
and that this rent was in no way a charge 
on the property, that rent could only be 
recovered in the Revenue Court, and that 
consequently the plaintiff was only enti¬ 
tled to sell the property to realise the 
principal sum of 6,000. The mortga¬ 
gees on the other hand urged the Court to 
hold that the mortgage, pa/fa and kahuliat 
all represented a single transaction and 
that the true intention was that, if the 
rent was not paid, it should be a charge on 
the property realisable by sale in an ordi¬ 
nary mortgage suit. In short, the conten¬ 
tion was that the transaction should bo 
regarded as a simple mortgage with inter¬ 
est at 12 per cent, per annum. The Court 
of first instance decided in favour of the 
defendants and held that the plaintifis 
were only entitled to the principal money 
secured. The plaintiffs appealed, again 
urging that on the proper construction of 
the throe documents they wore entitled to 
realise the interest as woll as the princi¬ 
pal. The appeal was compromised on the 
let of August 1910. The plaintifl’s were 
given a decree for the amount wo have 
already mentioned, which was practically 
all they claimed. It is said that some 
small sums, amounting to a few hundred 
ruiieos, wore given up in respect of Ov-tsts, 
hut in all other respects the plaintiffs* 
appeal succeeded as the result of the so- 
called compromise. The appellants hero 
contend that, as against thorn, this com¬ 
promise deo'oe must he deemed fraudu¬ 
lent and collusive. Wo shall assume for 
a moment (without deciding) that the 
appellants have a right to challenge the 
validity of this decree on the ground that 
it was fraudulent. Our attention has not 
been called to any direct ovidonoe of 
fraud. So far as wo can see, Ilakim 
Wilayat Ali Khan fought the case as host 
ho could at least up to the time of the 
compromise decree. 'Iho plaintiffs say 
that the very fact tiiab ho made tliis com¬ 
promise decree, which was tantamount to 
oonfoesing judgment, at a time whou ho 
know that they wore creditors for a largo 
amount, on tlio face of it stamps the trans¬ 
action as a fraud as against them. No 
doubt a good deal might ho said for this 
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proposition, if it was absolutely clear that 
Hakim Wilayat Ali Ehan could have eno- 
oeeded in having the appeal of the mort¬ 
gagees dismissed, and that he and his ad¬ 
visers knew that they had only to prose¬ 
cute the appeal to attain this result. If 
we were now called upon to decide bet¬ 
ween the mortgagor and mortgagee, we 
should hold that the mortgagee was only 
entitled to sail the property to realise the 
principal sum of Rs. 6.000, but we think 
that at the time a formidable argument 
could have been put forward in respect of 
the mortgagees’ contention that they were 
entitled to interest as well as pnnoipal, 
h\qed upon the decision of this Court in 
First Appeal No. 98 of 1907, judgment in 
which case was delivered on the 22nd of 

December 1908. Th\tw4Ba case rather 
the converse of the nresont. There had 
been a mortgage, on the face of it usufroo- 
tuarv. Simultaneously a lease was made 
to the mortgagor at a rent equivalent to 6 
per cent, per annum on the principal 
money (admittedly far below the actual 
profits of the property^ The mortgagor 
made default in payment of rent and was 
ejected. Thereupon the mortgagee went 
into possession and remained in possession 
taking all the rents and profits. In a suit 
for rodomption the mortgagor contended 
that, inasmuch as the mortgagee had ra- 
ooivod profits which it was never intended 
that ho should receive, he ought to give 
an account of so much of the profits as 
were in ovocss of the stipulated rent as 
against the mortgage-debt. The mort¬ 
gagee, on the other hand, contended that 
ho was entitled to rely on the terms of the 
mortgage-deed which exorossly stated that 
possession was to f,o against interest and 
that ho was not to ho accountable for 
profits. A Bonoh of this Court decided 
in favour of tho plaintiffs holding that 
the mortgageo was bound to give an 
account of tho excess of profits. We 
moroly mention this case i\s showing 
that it might very reasonably have 
boon argued that tho principle would equ¬ 
ally apply to tho oaso whore tho mortgagor 
romaiued in pcssossiou of the mortgaged 
property without paying tho rout which he 
had covenanted to pay. We moan by 
this that tho fact that tho mortgagor 
allowed a docroo to be made against him 
for the alleged interest as well as the 
principal does not uocossarily moan that it 
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was a fraudulent transaction. It is con¬ 
sistent with bis admitting a debt which he 
belfeved that he was liable for and against 
which there was no use fighting (paper 
torn) was before the mortgagee's legal 
rights he evidently thought he could 
recover the interest when he left the 
mortgagor in possession without paying 
rent. In our opinion, if it was necessary 
for the appellants in order to sustain their 
present contention to show that the com¬ 
promise decree was fraudulent, they have 
failed to do so. 

We have already mentioned that the 
plaintifis-appellants purchased the present 
property on the 21st of March 1911 and 
the 2l3t of August of the same year. If 
they are in the same position as any 
ordinary auction-purchaser who had 
attended and purchased at the auction 
sale, then it would seem that they are 
bound by the decree which was binding 
between the mortgagors and the mort* 
gagees. In other words, they are only 
entitled to redeem the property upon 
payment of the amount ascertained to 
be due by the decree of the lat of 

August 1910. 

The appellants, however, contend 
that by virtue of their attachment, dated 
the 12th of November 1907, they were 
entitled under Section 91 of the Transfer 
of Property Act to redeem the mortgage. 
That section provides that certain persons, 
and amongst others a judgment*oreditor of 
the mortgagor who has obtained execution 
by attachment of a mortgagor’s interest in 
the property, are entitled to redeem or 
institute a suit for redemption of the 
mortgaged property. The answer to this 
contention is that the plaintiffs at the 
time they instituted the present suit had 
long ceased to occupy the position of 
“ creditors attaching the mortgagor’s 
interest” in the property. The property 
had been sold in pursuance of the attach¬ 
ment and they themselves became the 
purchasers of the equity of redemption, 
and stood in his shoes. Attachment 
does not confer an estate. It merely oper¬ 
ates to keep the property in the custody 
of the law until such time as a sale can he 
had to satisfy the decree (or decrees) by 
virtue of which the attachment issued. It 
seems to us, therefore, that the plaintiffs 
by purchasing the equity of redemption 
oould place themselves in no higher posi¬ 


tion than if that property had been pur¬ 
chased by a third party, and that the mere 
fact that at some time prior to the sale 
they had got an attachment of the mort¬ 
gager’s property, gave them no right at 
the time they instituted the present suit; 

In this view we think that the decree oi 
the Court below is correct and ought to be 
affirmed. We may point out that we do 
not affirm the finding upon which the 
decision in the Court below proceeds. We 
may also point out that the decision of 
this Court in First Appeal No. 98 of 1907 
was reversed by their Lordships of the 
Privy Conncil in the case of Abdulla 
Khan v. Basharat Hussain (1). We 
dismiss the appeal with costs. We extend 
the time for payment to three months 

from this date. Appeal dismissed, 

^ _ _ 

(1) (1913) 17 I.C. 737-3^ All. 48 = 40 I.A. 3l 
(P.C.) 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

PaJina Lof —Dofendant-Appellant 

V. 


Rameshar Sahai — Plaintiff-R'-spon- 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 1000 of 1913, deoid* 
ed on l7th April 1915, from the decision 
of the Addl. Sub-J., Moradabad, dated 
2l8t July, 1913. 

(a) Adverse possession— Assertion of adverse 
title by mortgagee as such does not extinguish 
right of redemption—Mortgagor and mortgagee. 

A mortgagor’s right to redeem subsists until it 
has been oxtinguishod by act of parties or order 
of a Court. Act of parties means act of parties 
to the mortgage transaction. No assertion of 
adverse title on the part of a mortgagee during 
the continuance of a mortgage can set time 
running against the mortgagor so as to deprive 
the latter of his right to redeem within a period 
of sixty years. [P. 2C6, C. 1 & 2.], 

(b) Limitation Act (9 of 1908), Arts, 134 and 
148— Mortgagee's vendee's title is not adverse 
from date of sale—Redemption suit lies within' 
60 years. 

If a mortgagee sells the mortgaged property, 
out and out to a third person, the possession of 
ihe vendee does not become adverse against the 
owner of the equity of redemption from the date 
of the sale, and a suit for redemption would lie 
under Article 148 of the Limitation Act. 

[P. 205, O. 1 & 2.]' 

S. C. Banerji and Gokul Prasad —for 
Appellant. 

Sunder Lal and Gulzari Lal —for Res¬ 


pondent. 

Judgment.—I have stated the facts of 
this case at some length in my remand 
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order of July the 3rd, 1914. The finding 
of the lower Appellate Court on the re¬ 
manded issue puts it beyond question that 
the plaintiff is the 8ucoe8sor-in>interest of 
the'original mortgagor. The essential facts 
may, therefore, be reoapitulated. On the 
ii4th January 1867 the predeoeseor-in- 
title of the present plaintiff mortgaged by 
conditional sale a hoase in the town of 
Chandausi to one Hazari Lai and put him 
in possession. On June the 15th, 1873, 
Hazari Lai sold this shop to Panna Lai, the 
defondant-appellant. There had been no 
foreclosure of the mortgage by conditional 
sale. In the deed of June the 5th, 1873, 
Hazari Lai recited that the shop in ques¬ 
tion had come into his possession under 
a mortgage by conditional sale, but that 
he was now in possession as a full owner. 
He did not say that he had foreclosed the 
mortgage. He undoubtedly purported to sell 
the shop itself and not any inortgagoo 
rights in respect of the same. The lower 
Appellate Court has found that the vendop, 
Panna Lai, did not in fact believe that his 
vendor had power to convey an absolute 
interest in tbe shop. 

1 must pause to note that this finding is 
ohallengod in argument on behalf of the 
appellant. It is contended that it was not 
fairly open to the lower Appellate Court 
to arrive at this finding. The learned 
Subordinate Judge held that the very 
recital in the sale-deed of 1873 was calcu¬ 
lated to put the vendee on his guard, that 
the vendee made no sort or kind of inquiry 
hut went into the transaction witii eyes 
shut. He has, however, gone further than 
this. Relying partly on the wording of 
the document and partly on otrtaiu Lots 
and circumstances regarding the location of 
the shop, residence of the parties and so 
on, and partly on certain oral evidence, he 
has come to the conolusiou that, whtn’the 
vendee chose to accept his vendor’s asser¬ 
tion that he was in full proprietary po&- 
Bession of the shop, he had good reason 
for believing that this assertion was not 
true, and did nob in fact believe it to ho 
true. Sitting ae a Court of second appeal, 

1 am nob prepared to hold that the lower 
Appellate Court had not before it materials 
on which it was entitled to arrive at the 
above finding. 

If this finding cannot bo distuibod, it 
seems to me that, according to a long 

course of decisions in this Court, this suit 


for redemption must succeed and the plea 
of limitation set up by the defendant-ap¬ 
pellant must be overruled. I refer to 
Bhagwan Sahai v, Bhagwan Din (1), 
Kampta Prasad v. Bakar Alt (2) and 
Husaivi Khanam v. Husain Khan (3). 
It has been contended on behalf of the 
appellant that these decisions are inoon*- 
sistent with later opinion in this Court it¬ 
self. On this point reference is made to 
the case of Behari Lai v. Muhammad 
Muttaki (4). I have also been refetred to 
a case decided elsewhere by one of the 
learned Judges of this Court, namely, Hal 
Singh v. Gur Prasad (5), and it has been 
contended that the same learned Judge 
has recently re-affirmed the view taken by 
him in Oudh in an unreported decision in 
Second Appeal No, 547 of 1914 pronoun¬ 
ced by him on March 11, 1915, Further, 
I have been asked to consider that the 
current of decisions of this Court with re¬ 
gard to the application of Article 134 of 
tbe first Schedule to the Limitation Act 
(IX of 1908) is inconsistent with the 
opinions pronounced by other High 
Courts. There would certainly appear to 
be a clear consensus of opinion to tbe 
contrary in the Bombay High Court, re¬ 
ference being made to Baiva Khan Baud 
K/ifl/j V. Bhiki Sabza{^)t Yesu Bamji 
Kalnath v. Balkrishna Lakshman (7), 
Panduw (8) and Ramchandray^ 

Sheikh l^lohidin (9). Other oases to 
which 1 have been referred in argument 
may ho found reported as Ram Kanai 
Ghosh v. Roja Sri Sri Hari Narayan 
Singh Deo Bahadur (10) and Chetto- 
kulani Prasanna Venkatachala Reddiar 
v. Collector of Trichinopoly (11). Finally 
it was suggested that the latest decision of 
this Court relied upon on behalf of the 
plaiutifif-respondent, namely, that in 
Husaini Khanam v. Husain Khan (3), 
proooods upon a view as to the effect of a 
mortgage by a trustee or a mortgagee 
amounting to a “purchase*' within the 

(1) llSSoJ y All. '.'7 = lSi>6 A.\Y.Ni 303. 

[16S1J A.WMS. 122. 

13) li907j-9 All. 471 = 4 A.L.J. 375 = 1907 A. 
W. N. 13). 

( I) im^] All. 482 = 1693 A.W.N. 125. 

L19U9J 2 i.C. 250-12 0.0. 31. 
lb) 11635J 9 Bom. 475. 

(7) 11391J16 Bom. 583. 

(8) L1M‘5J 19 Bom. 140. 

(9) 11899J 23 Bom. 614. 

HU) 1190.>J2 C. B. J.546. 

UH A.J.K. 1914 Mad. 703-24 1.0. 339, 
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meaning of Article 134 of the first 
Schedule to the Limitation Act, or I 
should say to a transfer of the property in 
question within the moaning of the same 
Article as it appears in Act IX of 1908, 
and is inconsistent with the pronounce¬ 
ment of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council in Abhiram Goswami Mbhant v. 
Shyama Charan Nandi (12). 

With regard to a good deal of this argu¬ 
ment I think it is sufiicient to say at pre¬ 
sent that, although the Article of the 
Limitation Act in question refers to 
transfers both by trostees and by mort¬ 
gagees, it may well 'be that by reason of 
the provisions of the Transfer of Property 
Act (IV of 1882) different considerations 
may govern the application of this 
Article in oases where a transfer has 
been made by a trustee or by a mortgagee 
respectively. On this point I desire 
to add a few words presently. I mention 
it merely for the sake of noting that 
the Calcutta and Madras oases to which I 
have referred above were both oases of 
transfer by trustees. For the same reason I 
find nothing in the decision of Behari Lal 
V. Muhammad Muttaki (4) to conflict with 
the oourse'of decisions of this Court govern¬ 
ing transfers by mortgagees. All the older 
cases of this Court relied upon by the pre¬ 
sent respondent are not even referred to, 
much less overruled, by the Full Bench 
which decided Behari Lal v. Muhammad 
Muttaki (4). It seems to me, therefore, that 
I might content myself with saying that I 
have before me at least three reported cases, 
each decided by a Bench of this Court, in 
favour of the respondent's contention that 
the present suit is not, upon the findings 
arrived at by the lower Court, barred by 
limitation. Sitting as a single Judge of this 
Court I am bound by the decisions above 
referred to. 

I desire, however, as the matter has been 
fully argued before me, to place on record 
my opinion that the decision which I pro¬ 
pose to pass may be suppoited indepen- 
denbly of the authorities above referred to, 
by a line of reasoning somewhat different 
to that which has been followed by other 
learned Judges of this Court. The suit as 
|brought is against the legal representatives 
of the original mortgagee and against Panna 
Lal as tiansferee of the mortgagee rights. 

It is on the face of it a suit for redemption 
U2J 4 l.cr4‘5S) = bb tal. 1008”(P. C,) 


of a mortgage and governed by the provi¬ 
sions of Art.148 of thti first Schedule to the 
Indian Limitation Act (JX of 1908). Such 
a suit is undoubtedly maintainable within 
the prescribed period of sixty years, against 
either a mortgagee or any transferee of 
mortgagee rights. When, therefore, the 
defendant Panna Lal pleads that the suit 
as against him is barred by limitation by 
reason of the provisiots of Article 134 of 
the fifst Schedule to the Limitation Act 
it seems to me that his pleading requires 
some further analysis. He must be taken 
to plead that he is not a transferee of the 
mortgagee rights, but a person who has 
somehow come into possession of the pro¬ 
perty in suit, and that his possession can 
only be disturbed by means of a suit for 

■ 1 *, it is quite conceivable that 

in a case like theprtsant, the original mort- 

pgor (or his successor-in-interest) might 

have gone to the original mortgagee (or his 
aucotssore) and redeemed the mortgage out 
of Court, receiving in return a full dis¬ 
charge of the mortgage-debt and the mort¬ 
gagee s claims. If, after having done 
this, he found himself obstructed by 
the defendant Panna Lal in his attempt 
to enter into possession of the mortgaged 
property, any suit which he might 
bring against Panna Lal would clearly 
be a suit for recovery of possession 
of the kind contemplated by Article 134 
already mentioned. Whatever view might 
be taken as to the meaning of that Article, 
it could not be denied that the suit was 
governed by it. In the present case the 
controversy in reality is whether Article 
134 applies at all. The answer to this 
question must depend on whether Panna 
Lal is a transferee of the mortgagee rights 
or is simply a person who has come into 
possession of the property in suit under 

a title adverse to that of the original 
mortgagor. 

I venture to suggest that on this view 

of the case three possible contentions are 

open ; (1) It might be said that the Court 
will not go beyond the terms of Panna 
Lai’s document of title. He holds what 
purports to be a sale-deed of the property 
out ard out. Therefore, he cannot be 
treated as a mere transferee of the mort¬ 
gagee rights. The suit as against him 
would, therefore, not be a suit for re¬ 
demption at all, but a suit for recovery of 

possession, (2) It might be contended^ 
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that the Court will not go behind the 
actual status of the parties to the transao' 
tion embodied in the sale-deed of June 5th, 
1873 ; or the legal (ffect of the said deed. 
The vendor under that deed purported to 
convey something which he did not posses?, 
namely, full proprietary rights in respect 
of the house in suit. He did, however, 
possfss some rights in respect of the house, 
namely, mortgagee rights. The legal effect 
of the deed, therefore, would be to convoy 
to the transferee whatever rights Haz^iri 
Lai possessed at the time of the transfer. 
Those rights bting rights of a mortgagee, 
Panua Lai b(oamo inlaw a transferee of 
the mortgagee rights. A suit for redemp¬ 
tion will, therefore, lie as against Paniii 
Lil and the period of limitation for such 
a suit is sixty years. (3) The case may 
be looked at from the point of view 
which has been actually taken in the 
reported dicisions of this Court which 
I am prepared to follow. If it had 
been found that Panna Lai entered into 
possession of the house in dispute under 
the sale-deed of June 5tb, 1873, in the 
honest belief that he bad obtained full 
proprietary rights in the said house by 
reason of that deed, and with the obvious 
and avowed intention to exercise the rights 
of a full proprietor, he would, under this 
view of the case, be entitled, as the learn¬ 
ed Judges of this Court said, to the “pro¬ 
tection'' of Article 134 aforesaid. In etfoot, 
as it seems to me, this view of the case 
involves holding that Panna LU’s posses¬ 
sion became adverse against the owner of 
the equity of redemption from the date of 
the sale in bis favour. 

On either of the last tsvo views the suit 
as brought is within tune. I do not desire 
to discuss the matter further, beyond re¬ 
marking that, if the learned Judges who 
have aoooptod the first of the views set 
forth above with regard to the operation of 
Article 134 of the first Schedule to the 
Indian Limitation Act are right in the 
interpretation which they have put on the 
words of that Article, considered by them- 
Bolves, it seems to me that a ooulliot of 
principles becomes involved between the 
provisions of that Article and those of 
S. 60 of the Transfer of Property Act (IV 
of 1882), A mortgagor’s right to redeem 
subsists until it has been extinguished by 
act of parties or order of a Court. Aot of 
parties must mean aot of the parties to the 
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mortgage transaction. 1 take it to be 
sotUed law that no assertion of adverse 
title on the part of a mortgagee daring the 
continuance of a mortgage oould set time 
running against the mortgagor so as to 
deprive the latter of bis right to redeem 
within a period of sixty years.Tho sale by 
Hazari Lai in favour of Panna Lai was, 
so far as the vendor was concerned, simply 
an asseitior of adverse title as against the 
mortgagor. This, I take it, oould not 
operate so as to extinguish his right to 
redeem, or set time running against the 
mortgagor. If anything can be held to have 
set time running against him, it must be 
Panna Lai’s entry into possession under 
the terms of the sale-deed in bis favour. 
Now assuming for the sake of argument 
that the present suit bad been brought 
within twelve years of the sale of June 
the 5th, 1873, it is worth while to consider 
what sort of suit the mortgagor would 
have been bound to bring. If be had 
sued Panna Lai for ejectment as a tres* 
passer he would most undoubtedly have 
been met by a plea that if Panna Lai took 
nothing else under this sale-deed he bad 
at least acquired Hazari Lai’s rights as a 
mortgagee and that the suit against him 
should be one for redemption and not for 
ejectment. Yet if the view which seems 
to have been taken by the Bombay High 
Court regarding the operation of Article 
134 to (he first Schedule of the Limitatiou 
Aot is correct, it would seem to follow 
that, if the mortgagee in possession ohose, 
even on the very day after entering into 
possession, to execute a deed purporting to 
sell the property itself, and not his mort¬ 
gagee rights therein, to a third party, he 
oould thereby oompei the mortgagor to 
sue for redemption within twelve years of 
the sale, or to lose bis rights by operation 
of the law of limitation. I find it very 
difficult to believe that this is either the 
intention of the Legislature or the efifeot 
of tho provisions of the law wbioh 1 have 
been considering. Tho result is that 1 
dismiss this appeal with costs, iuoiuding 
foes on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismisseii. 
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EiCHABDS, G.J., AND Banerjee, J. 

Benka and Q?ioi/ier— DefendanU-Aprel- 
lants 

V. 

Bhola (Plaintiff) and others 

(Defendan tB)-RespondentB. 

First Appeal No. 148 of 1913, decided 
on 13th January 1915, from a decree of 
the Addl, Sub-J., Aligarh, dated 25jh 
March 1913. 

(a) Hindu Law — Widow—She can retain po$. 
session or give free toothers for her lifetime 
her husband's property 

A Hindu widow is entitled to remain is posses* 
Sion of her husband's estate during her life-time 
and she is not liable to account to any one. She 
is also entitled to give the property to any one 
she likes to enure so long as she lives, and she 
need ask lor no rent or other compensation for 
what she has done. [P. 207, C. 2.] 

(b) Hindu Law — Reversioner—He can sue 
for declaration that widow's alienations are 
not binding beyond her life-time. 

But where sho alienates or deals with the 
property to the prejudice of the rtvereioners in a 
way not authorized by law, the reverj-ioners are 
entitled to bring a suit for declaration that the 
act of the widow shall not prejudice the rever¬ 
sioners. [p. 207. C. 2.] 

Bandar Lai and Gulzari Lai —for 
Appellant. 

B. E. O'Conor and Shiam Krishna 
Bar —for Respondents. 

Judgment. In the suit out of which 
this appeal arises the plaintiff is the alleged 
reversioner to the estate of one Sewa Ram, 
upon the death of his widow, Musammat 
Renka, the defendant of the first party. 
The defendants of the second party are 
alleged to be the nephews of the Musam- 
fnat on whom she has conferred certain 
benefits as tenants. The defendant of the 
third party is a lessee from the defendant 
of the first party. The defendants of the 
fourth party are other reversioners, who 
apparently do not join in the suit. The 
claim seems to us a most extraordinary one. 
The plaintiff alleges that a large amount of 
property has been given to Jwala Prasad 
and his brother as their agricultural hold¬ 
ing at a very low rent. It is also alleged 
that the lease granted by the Musammat 
is at a low rent and that a premium was 
taken. Paragraph 9 states that Rb. 600 or 
Rs. 700 per annum would be quite suffici¬ 
ent for the expenses of the Musammat 
and that the rest of the income of the pro- 
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perty should be accumulated. The plain¬ 
tiff then prays that be himself should be 
appointed manager during the life-time of 
the widow, but failing this, the Coutt 
should appoint some other person as 
Receiver ; that the lease in favour of the 
defendant No. 3 should be declared abso¬ 
lutely null and void ; that failing this, the 
plaintiff may be declared enfided to the 
property comprised in the lease by way of 
pre-emption ; and lastly, that an injuLO- 
tion should be granted against the 
defendants. 

The Court below has made a decree 
apfointinga Receiver over the property. 
In our opinion the plaintiff has entirely 
miscoDoeived his rights and the Court be¬ 
low has granted him relief to which be is 
in DO way entitled. A Hindu widow is, 
entitled to remain in possession of her 
husband’s estate during her lift-time and 
she is not liable to accoui t to any one. 
Of oours', she can be restrained from 
committing wilful waste where it is clearly 
and distinctly proved that she has been 
guilty of such action. A Hindu widow if 
entitled to give the property to anyone 
bho likcS to enure so long as she lives, 
and she need ask for no rent or othei 
compensation for what she has done. She 
is clearly entitled to grant a lease and to 
take a premium provided that that lease is 
not to labt longer than the term of her 
own life. If a Hindu widow alienates or 
deals with the property to the prejudice 
of the reversioners in a way not authorized 
by law, the reversioners are entitled to 
bring a suit for a declaration that the acts 
of the widow shall not prejudice the rever. 
sionera. In our ox^inion in the present 
case no acts of any kind were proved 
which would in any way justify the Court 
in taking aw'ay the life-estate of the 
widow and appointing a Receiver. The 
widow is entitled to spend as she thinks 
best the entire income of the estate during 
her life-time. 

We must set aside the decree of the 
Court below and dismiss the plaintiffs suit 
with costs in all Courts. If the Receiver 
has taken possession, he should forthwith 
file and verify his final account in the 
Court below and when the same has been 
accepted by the Court below he will be 
at once discharged. 

Objections have been filed by the res¬ 
pondent upon which there was a defioien- 
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oy in Court-fee whioh has not been made 
good though time has been allowed. These 
objeotioDS are« therefore, rejected with 
costs. 

Appeal allowed. 
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• PiGGOTT, J. 

Mukhtar Ahmad and another —Poti- 
tioDors 

V. 

Emperor —Oppoaiba Pa-by. 

CrimiDal Revn, Pobn. N'l, 144 of 1915, 
decided on 24'.h Mirch 1915, from tha 

order of the S. •!.. Siharanpur. 

Penal Code (45 0 / 1-GO', .Ss. 3i3 and m — 
Accused causing hurt to Exci-ic Inspector and 
constable making illjg.il search is not Cuilti/ 
under S. 332 but tin ier S. 3^3. 

An Excise Inspector in poarcliing the bouse 
of the applicant on tho suspicion that he mi^ht 
find there co'aino commit'ed a number of irre¬ 
gularities in conducSl ig this search. He had no 
warrant authorizing him to make the search. 
He brought with him only one search witness 
and directed a constable to scale the outer wall 
of the house. The accused cans'd hurt to th^ 
Inspector and the constables ; 

that the Inspector an! tho coostab’os 
were not acting in tho discharge of their duties 
as public sorvanti and that, therefore, tho ac¬ 
cused were nob guilty under Section 33i but only 
under Section 3 33 of tho Pe lal Code. 

[P. 208. C. 2.] 

G. P. Bo'js —for Petitioners. 

J? lifalcoin^oa —for bbe CfO.vn. 

Judgment.—Makhtar A’lmad and Amir 
Ahm kd have boon conviotod by u Magis¬ 
trate on tho charge of having caused hurt 
bo an Exoiso Inspector, one Mr, D D. C. 
Das, and cot tain constables in the discharge 
of thoir duties as public servants, and have 
been sontonood to imp'isonmont and tine. 
Tne conviction and the sentonoos have 
been afVirmod by the S )83ion9 Judge ou 
appeal. P, seems to me that tho Courts 
below have assumod, but cannot bo said to 
have judicially determined, that tho per¬ 
sons who wore hurt were acting at the 
time in tho disohargo of their duties as 
public servant I. They have dealt with tho 
plea of private defeuoe set up on bolialf of 
the aoousod persons, and have excluded 
that plea hy reason of the provisions of 
Section 99 of tho Indian Penal Code. 
This tiudiug implies that tho Exoiso Ins¬ 
pector and tho oonstablos wore resisted at 
a time when they, being public servants, 
were acting in good faith under colour of 
their ofiioo. That is not tho same thing 


as a finding that they were acting in the 
discharge of their du'iies as public servants. 
The disbinotion wis pointed oat by a 
Banoh of this Court in Queen-Empress v, 
Ddlip (1). Sj far as my examination of 
the record goes, T do nob find myself able 
to arrive at the conclusion that the Excise 
Insp^etor and the constables were acting 
in the discharge of their duties as public 
servants. Mr. Das, who was engag-^d in 
searching tha house of Mukhtar Ahmad, 
accused, on suspicion that he might find 
there oooainei committed a number of irre¬ 
gularities in conducting this search. He 
bad no warrant authorising him to make 
this sea-'ch ; he brought with him only one 
search witness (Section 103 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure), and nothing in Sao- 
tions 102/48 of the same Oole juatihed 
him in directing a constable to scale the 
outer wall and effect a burglarious entry 
into tho house. Following the precedent 
sot hy the reported decision of this Court, 
which I have alreadv q ioted, I sot asidt'i 
tho ooiiviobioa of M ikhtar Ahnud and 
Amir Ahmul uoder Section 332 of the 
Indian Penal Code and in lieu thereof 
coaviot them of the offence of causing 
hurt under Section 323 of the 9\me Code. 

I r 0 du)o the seutenoo to one of imprison- 
mjnb for such porioi as they may have 
alroa ly undergone, together with a fine of 
Rs. 15 eioli. Any -fine in excess of this 
amount whioh has been i>ud by the appU- 
ciats will hi refunded. Tho accused need 
nob surroudor ami their bail-bonds are dis¬ 
charged. 

Onicr molified, 

(l) (ISOo) 18 All. 2»6*lS‘-)6 A.W.N. 48. 
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Richards, C. J., AND Banekji, J. 

R ighuuath Das —Defoudaub-Appellant 


V. 

Kishen Lal and others —Plaintiffs- 
Rospondents. 

First Appeal No. 263 of 1913, decided 
on 22nd Fdhruary 1915, from the decision 
of the Disb. J., Meerut, dated llbh June 
1913. 

lltndu [j.np^Ado(>tion ^Adoption of sistcr*s 
son invalid without custom. 

In tho absonco of a spoiial custem, tho avloe- 
tionofa sister's son is invalid aocordiug to 
Hindu La v. 

B. E. O'Oonor and 5. C, Banerji —for 
Appellant. 


Gaya Prasad v. Sarparaz Chaudhri 
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Hamilton^ Moti Lai NehrUf S. N. Sen 
»nd Avadh Bihari Lai —for Kespondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of a 
suit brought under Seotion 92 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure. The allegations in the 
plaint were that Lala Shih Lai bad by 
Will, dated the 18th of September 1911, 
and also by another deed eseouted during 
his life*time, created a trust of certain 
property, that.Raghu Nath Das in collu¬ 
sion with Nathu Mai and two other trus¬ 
tees had taken possession of the trast 
property and misappropriated the same 
and converted it to their own use. The 
defence of Baghu Nath was that he was 
the adopted son of Shib Lai, that the 
family was a joint family, that the pro¬ 
perty was ancestral and that Shib Lai had 
no power to create the trust (Raghu Nath 
himself brought the suit out of which the 
connected Appeal No. 265 of 1913 arises). 
Nathu Mai put in no written statement. 
The Court below has found that Baghu 
Nath and Shib Lai were separate at the 
time of Shib Lai's death. It also found 
that the trust was validly created and that 
a breach of trust was committed by some 
of the trustees and, amongst others, by 
Nathu Mai. Nathu Mai did not appeal 
against this decree by which he was order¬ 
ed to render accounts. The suit brought 
by Baghu Nath was of course also dismiss¬ 
ed, both suits being tried .together. It has 
not been seriously contended that Shib 
Lai did not know and approve of the con¬ 
tents of his Will, or that the same was 
not duly executed by him. The evidence 
on the point is overwhelming and we 
entirely agree with the decision of the 
Court below. As to whether the property 
was ancestral, the Court bolow has found 
that Shib Lai was the sister's son of Ban- 
eidhar who was the original owner and 
from whom the property is said to have 
descended. Shib Lai was not the natural 
son of Bansidbar, and accordingly the 
property would not be ancestral in his 
hands unless he was the validly adopted 
son of BansidhaT, We see no reason 
whatever to differ from the view 

taken by the Court below on the evi¬ 
dence that Shib Lai was the sister’s son 
of Bansidhar. In the absence of a special 
custom (which would require to be proved), 
the adoption of a sister's son is invalid 
according to Hindu Law. Tne property was 
not, therefore* ancestral in the hands of 
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Shib Lai. In addition to this, there is the 
clearest admission under the hand of 
Baghu Nath Das himself that he and Shib 
Lai had separated prior to the death of 
the latter. The result is that the decree 
of the Court below is correct. We accord¬ 
ingly dismiss the appeal with costs, includ¬ 
ing in this Court fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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PlGGOTX, J. 

Gaya Prasad —Plaintiff—AppeJlant 

V. 

Sarfaraz CAawcf/in—Defendant— 

Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 982 of 1914, decided 
on 12th June 1915, from the decision of 
the Dist. J., Gorakhpur, dated 5tb 
February 1914. 

specific Relief Act (1 of 1877), S. 41— Dis¬ 
cretion to impose condition — Minor's suit for 
setting aside mortgage must he decreed without 
condition of returning consideration. 

The discretioa conferred upon the Court by 
Section 41 of the Specihc Relief Act must be so 
interpreted and exercised as only to impose upon 
a plaintiff seeking relief by way of cancellation 
of an instrument such conditions as the law 
would impose upon him if the position of the 
parties were reversed and he were the defendant 
in a suit brought to enforce the instrument 
according to its terms. 

Where the plaintiff brought a suit for setting 
aside a mortgage-deed executed by him while be 
was a minor and his mother, who was his certificat- 
ed guardian, and a decree was passed conditional 
on his paying the full consideration of the deed in 
suit. 

Held, that as a minor’s contract was void the 
plaiotifi's suit should have been decreed as 
brought. 

Parmeshwar Dayal for Iswar Saran — 
for Appellant. 

Aga Haidar —for Respondent, 

Judgment. —On the 25th of February 
1909 the plaintiff, Gaya Prasad, being at 
that time just over 18 years of age, execut¬ 
ed in favour of the defendant, Sarfaraz 
Chaudhri, a mortgage-deed for Rs. 349-13- 
6 , hypothecating a 6-pie zemindari share 
of his own in village Lohraula, Out of the 
consideration only Rs. 56 was paid in cash 
at registration, and the balance was said 
to rei'fesent principal and interest on two 
older bonds executed by Gaya Prasad. As 
a matter of fact the two older bonds in 
question, one for Rs. 99 and the other fgr 
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Bs. Bl| were produced and apparently 
purported to have been executed jointly 
by Gaya Prasad and his mother. It has 
been found that Gaya Prasad's mother bad 
obtained a certificate of guardianship under 
the Guardians and Wards Act prior to the 
date of the execution of the mortgage-deed 
in suit. Under the law, therefore, Gaya 
Prasad was a minor on the 25th of 
February 1909, He brought the present 
suit for a declaration that the doonment 
in question is null and void and not bind¬ 
ing on the plaintiff and of no effect as 
regards the property therein hypothecated. 
The first Court decreed the claim ; but, 
acting under the discretion conferred by 
Section 4l of the Sfecifio Relief Act I 
of 1877, made this decree subject to 
payment by the plaintiff of the sum of 
Rs. 56» found -to have been paid at the 
time of registration. Both parties appealed 
to the District Judge. There had been 
allegations of fraud on both sides. The 
plaintiff on the one hand denied that any 
consideration bad passed, and over and 
above pleading his minority alleged that he 
had been induced to execute the mortgage- 
deed in suit by fraud ; while the defendant 
alleged that ho had been deceived by the 
plaintiff and that he knew nothing about 
the oortihoate of guardianship but believed 
the plaintiff to be of full ago, as in fact he 
would have been but for the existence of 
that certificate. The learned District Judge 
has found that there was constructive fraud 
on the part of the plaintiff, in that he was 
bound to have informed the defendant, 
Sarfaraz Ohaudhri, of the fact of his mino¬ 
rity but did not do so. He has not found 
that there was any actual false representa¬ 
tion on the part of the plaintiff in regard 
to hifl age, nor does he purport in any way 
to apply the principle of estoppel so as to 
debar the plaintiff from asserting that he 
was in fact a minor on the date of 
the execution of the mortgage-deed. He 
has nevertheless passed a decree to the 
effect that the plaintiff do pay Rs. 349-13-6, 
the full consideration for the deed in suit, 
with Re. 108 2-0 iutt rest, and the costs 
incurred by the defendant in both Courts. 
The decree does not provide for the event 
of this payment being made, unless such 
provision is considered to be implied from 
the words : “ The decree of lower Court 

be modified and a conditional decree 
bo passed." No doubt the learned District 
Judge had suflioionfc reason for feeling 
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certain that the plaintiff will in no case 
make the payment in question. In the 
event of payment not being made, the suit 
for cancellation of the mortgage-deed was 
to stand dismissed with costs in both 
Courts. Against this decree the plaintiff 
appeals. 

He contends that there is no legal basis 
for a finding that the consideration for the 
mortgage-deed in suit had been paid in 
full, and further that the suit should in 
any case be decreed. The case-law on 
the subject seems to me in a somewhat 
unsatisfactory condition. The later law 
on the subject is all based on the deci¬ 
sion of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council in Mohori BiH v. Dharmodas 
Qhose (1). It was there laid down in the 
plainest terms that a mortgage made by a 
minor is void. The head-note* represents 
their Lordships as further deciding that a 
money-lender who has advanced money to 
a minor on the security of a mortgage is 
not entitled to re-payment of the money 
on a decree being made declaring the mort¬ 
gage invalid. As a matter of fact their 
Lordships refer to the discretion vested in 
the Courts by Section 41 of the Specific 
Relief Act, without definitely deciding 
whether or not it would be a reasonable 
exorcise of that discretion to refuse to dec¬ 
lare a document void, which was really 
void in law, unless and until some payment 
were first made by the plaintiff. They 
content themselves with bolding that on 
the facts of the ease before them the 
Courts below bad exercised a wise discre¬ 
tion in refusing to direct any such payment 
to be made. In Kamta Prasad v. 8heo 
Gopal Lai (2), a suit very similar 
to the present, in which the cancella¬ 
tion of a mortgage-deed executed by 
a minor had been uuoonditionally de¬ 
creed by the Court below in spite of a 
finding that a sum of over Rs. 500 had 
been received by the plaintiff, the decision 
of the Court below was affirmed by a 
Bench of this Court, According to the 
head-note the case would bo absolutely 
decisive on the question now before me; 
but it would seem from the body of the 
judgment that the learned Judges did not 
desire to commit themselves to any positive 
decision as to the limits of the discretion 


See 30 C. 539—E.f. 

(1) (1903) 30 Cal. 539 = 30 I.A. 114*:7 C.\V,N, 
441 (P.C.) 

(2) (1904) 26 All. 342=1904 A.WJl-41, 
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exeroieeable under S. 41 of the Specific 
Relief Act, in oases where cancellation of 
a deed is sought on the ground of mino« 
rity. In Jagar Nath Singh v. Lalta 
Prasad (3) the question was as to the 
recovery of possession over land which 
had been conveyed by a deed of sale exe¬ 
cuted by a minor. The two learned Judges 
who heard that case differed as to the 
facts ; but the learned Judge who was of 
opinion that the equities of the case were 
in favour of the vendees was prepared to 
make a decree in favour of the plaintiff 
subject to re-payment of the sale price. 
There seems tome in any case a distinction 
between a case for recovery of possession 
and a suit like the present* which is in 
reality a mere suit that a document which 
is void in law may be declared to be so. I 
was also referred to the case of Khanhai 
Lai V. Babu Ram (4), in which a suit upon 
a promissory note executed by a minor 
was dismissed. The question of the pos¬ 
sible application of section 41 of the 
Specific 'Rslief Act was referred to in 
the judgment but did not require to be 
determined. On the authorities it appears 
beyond question that, if the defendant 
were suing to enforce this mortgage-deed, 
his suit would be dismissed. Even sup¬ 
posing I were to dismiss this appeal and 
leave the decree of the lower Appellate 
Court as it stands, and that decree were 
to result in the dismissal of the plaintiff's 
suit for a declaration, there would still 
remain on record the finding between the 
parties that the plaintiff was a minor when 
be executed this mortgage. No suit could, 
thereforei be brought by Sarfaraz Chaudhri 
on this deed with any hope of success. 
It appears to me, therefore, that to re¬ 
fuse the plaintiff a declaration that 
this deed is void in law, except on con¬ 
dition of his paying to the defendant, 
Sarfaraz, the mortgage-money, is logically 
equivalent to trying to compel the plaintiff 
to pay what he is not bound in law to pay. 
There might be something to be said for 
such a decree as was passed in this case by 
the Court of first instance ; but the lower 
Appellate Court has in effect held that the 
plaintiff is not entitled to a declaration 
that this mortgage-deed is void unless he 
first pays into Court the entire amount 


• (3) (1909) 1 I.C. 562 = 31 All. 21. 

• (4) (I910j 8 I.O.. 838. 


due under it including interest up to date 
and the whole costs of the defendant, that 
is, everything which the defendant could 
possibly claim in a suit brought by him as 
plaintiff to enforce the provisions of this 
void contract. I incline to the opinion 
that the discretion conferred upon the 
Courts by S. 41 of the Specific Relief Act 
must be so interpreted and exercised as 
only to impose upon a plaintiff seeking 
relief by way of cancellation of an 
instrument such conditions as the law 
would impose upon him if the position 
of the parties were reversed and he were 
the defendant in a suit brought to enforce 
the instrument according to its terms. 
It seems to me impossible in any case 
to affirm the decree of the learned District 
Judge, and my own view of the law as 
at present advised is that the plaintiff’s 
suit should have been decreed as brought 
I set aside the decrees of both the Courts 
below and decree the plaintiff’s suit fora 
declaration as brought with costs through¬ 
out. 

Appeal allowed. 
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RafIque, J. 

Kedar Eai and another —Reapoadents* 
Applicants 

V. 

Sheopal Rai and [another —Appjllaats- 
Opposite Parties. 

Second Appeal No. 367 of 1914, decided 
on 19tih February 1915, 

CivilP,C.{5 of 1908). O. R, 4 (4)—A/»- 
pellant must pay Court Officer guardian's 

costs. 

Where an appeal is filed agaiost a minor under 
the guardianship of an officer of the Court, the 
appellant must pay to such guardian such sum 
of money as would enable him to oppose the 
appeal. 

Harnandan Prasad^'or Applicants. 

Haribans Sakai —'or Opposite Parties. 

Judgment.—-In Sjcond Appeal No. 367 
of 1914 one of the respondents is a minor 
and he has been served at the instance of 
the appellant under the guardianship of 
the Central Nazir of the Judge’s Court, 
Benares. The Nazir has made an appli¬ 
cation under Oder XXXII, Ruled, Civil 
Procedure Code, praying this Court to 
order payment to him of a sum of money! 


I 
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sufficient to rouble him to oppose the 
appeal in this Court. The learned Vakil 
(or the appellant says that he does not 
wish to retain the name of the minor 
among the respondents any longer, as he 
finds that tbe minor is not a necessary 
party. He also objeots to any order being 
made by this Court directing any sum of 
money to be paid to the Nazir which the 
latter may have incurred up to this time 
in connection with the appeal. The appel¬ 
lant is at liberty to release any of the res¬ 
pondents. But 1 do not think that he 
can evade payment of actual out-of-pocket 
costs which the Nazir has incurred in con¬ 
nection with the present appeal. Mr. 
Harnandan Prasad who appears for the 
Nazir says that Re. 2$ have been spent 
by tbe Nazir up to this time. The details 
of the expenditure are as follows 


Bs. 

Vakalatnama ... 2 

Application ... 2 

Process fee ••• 3 

Another application 2 

Process fee ... 3 


M''. Harnandan Prasad’s fee. 16 
1 think that us the Nazir has already 
spent a sum of Rs. 28 on account of the 
appellant having made the minor a res¬ 
pondent to tbe appeal, the appellant must 
pay that sum to the Nazir. I, therefore, 
'direct the appellant to pay the sum of 
iRs. 28 to the Nuzir through his Vakil Mr, 
Harnandan Prasad before the hearing of 
tbe appeal. Order as to the release of the 
minor will be made at the hearing of the 
appeal to the effect that the appeal stands 
dismissed as against him. In case the ap« 
pollaut does not pay the said money» it 
will be recovered as costs in the case. 

Application allowed* 
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Richards, C. J. and Piqgott, J. 

Qasim Beg —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Muhammad Zia Beg —Defendint - 
R ispon Jent. 

Second A )peU Nj. 911 of 1914, da)i- 
ded on 3 d July 19L5, freo t’l) djoisioi 
of the A'ldl. J., M)raUbtd, difcjl 28th 
M iroh 1911. 

Linvtution Act (0 of Arts. 'H and UO— 

Tt/Ui’ for suit for di'clariition of mortg igc being 
ineffectual for want of considei\ition runs from 
date of mortgage—Mortgage. 


The limitation for a salt for declaration that a 
mortgage deed executed by the plaintiff was 
without valid consideration and ineffeotaal and 
that the defendant had no right under it, 
gina to run from the date of the ezeoation of 
the document. [P. 212, C. 2.] 

A. Haider —for Appellant;. 

B, E. O'Gonor —for Respondent. 

Richards, C. J. —This appeal ariseB out 

of a suit in which the plaintiff sought a 
declaration that a bond, dated the 5th of 
October 1904 and executed by him, 
mortgaging certain property being with¬ 
out valid consideration is ineffeotuaU and 
that tbe defendants bad no right under it. 
The Court of ffrsb instance decreed the 
claim. The lower Appellate Court allowed 
the appeal and dismissed the suit. 

The plaintiff’s own ease is that the bond 
in question was executed in favour of the 
defendant, who was a relation of bis, for 
the purpose of defeating actual or possible 
creditors. The present suit was not insti¬ 
tuted until tbe 26bh of July 1913, that is 

to say, about nine years after the execution. 
The lower Appellate Court has dismissed 
the suit solely on the ground that it is 
barred by limitation. 

Article 91 provides that *'a suit to cancel 
or sot aside an instrument not otherwise 
provided for shall be brought within three 
years from the time when the facts enti¬ 
tling the plaintiff to have the instrument 
cancelled or set aside became known to 
him.” If Article 91 is appropriate^ it 
seems to me that the facts which entitled 
tbe plaintiff to bring the present suit 
were that no oosideratiou had passed and 
that the bond was only executed for the 
purpose of defeating his creditors. These 
facts were known to the plaintiff the day 
he executed the bond. 

Article 120 provides that “Where no 
period of limitation is provided elsewhere 
in the Schedule, the suit must be brought 
within six years frome tbe time when the 
right to sue aooruoe." 

If Article 120 ia appropriate, it seems to 
me that it is clear that what gave the 
plaintiff a right to bring the present suit 
was that there was no consideration paid, 
or intended to be paid. His right to sue,! 
therefore, accrued at the very time when 
he executed the bond and his suit had to 
ba brougbe within six years. If it were 
necessary to decide which Ac tide of the 
Limitation Act applies, I am inclined to 
think Article 91 is the appropriate Actiola. 
If the bond was altogether ficbitioae» il 
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oughfi to be oanoelled and a note made of 
ita oanoellation in the Registration Othoe 
as provided by Section 39 of the Specific 
Relief Act. Cancellation of the bond was 
the real relief to which the plaintiff was 
entitled, if he proved his oaso and the suit 
was brought within time. 

There are many oases in which a party 
might be entitled to a declaration that a 
deed did not bind him, while he would not 
be entitled to have the deed cancelled. 

It is contended that whether we apply 
Article 91 or Article 120 the fact which 
entitled the plaintiff to have the instrument 
oanoelled or the time when his right to 
sue accrued, was when he apprehended a 
suit would be brought against him. It seems 
to me that though his apprehension may 
have been a reason for bringing the suit, it 
was neither the fact which entitled him to 
have the instrument cancelled within the 
meaning of Article 91, nor was it by rea¬ 
son of his apprehension that the right to 
Bueaooruedtohim within the meaning of 
Article 120. 

There have been a number of cases cited 
none of which seem to me to be very much 
in point, except the case of Singarappa v. 
ia/ar» Sanjivappa (1). The learned 
Judges seem to have suggested that the 
right to have a document set aside was 
when the party had reasonable apprehen¬ 
sion that such instrument if left outstand" 
ing would cause him serious injuries, and 
they referred to Section 39 of the Specific 
Relief Act. In my opinion Section 39 
merely states under what oiroumstances a 
plaintiff can bring a suit for the setting 
aside of a document. The section is clearly 
subject to the provisions of the Limitation 
Act. In my opinion the decision of the 
Court below was quite correct and ought to 
be confirmed. I wish to say in conclusion 
that I am deciding the case on its own facts 
and circumstances. 

Pigl^ott, J .—In oonourring with the de¬ 
cision of the learned Chief Justice in this 
case I wish to add a few remarks, principal¬ 
ly because of the authorities which have 
been quoted on the other side, and 1 would 
mention the case of Vithai v. Flari (2) in 
addition to the Madras case referred to by 
the Hon’ble Chief Justice. I mention that 
case as the type of a number of others in 
which the esseatial relief soaght by the 

(1) (1935) 28 Mad. 349 ==15 M.L.J. 228. 

(2) (1901) 25 Bon. 78=»2 Bon. L R. 638. . 


plaintiff was the recovery of possossion, or 
in which at any rate a oanse of action was 
afforded by actual interference with the 
plaintiff’s possession. I think all oases of 
this sort are easily distinguishable from the 
one now before us. On its facts even the 
case reported in Singarappa v. Talari San~ 
jivappa (1) is distinguishable from the 
present, on the ground that the deed 
sought to be set aside was a deed of sale 
and that it was an essential part of the 
plaintiff’s case that he had continued in 
possession in spite of the execution of that 
deed, and that he got bis cause of action 
owing to an attempt on the part of the 
defendant to interfere with his possession. 
The line of reasoning, however, adopted by 
the learned Judges of the Madras High 
Court in that case is in favour of the oon- 
teutiou of the appellant now before us. 
With all respect to the learned Judges, I 
can only say that a general application of 
the principles suggested in this decision, 
and in particular their application to the 
present case, would amount to something 
like a reductio ad absurdum of the relief 
intended to be allowed by the Legislature 
by means of declaratory suits. In a case 
like the present the plaintiff, the execut¬ 
ant of the disputed document, was fully 
entitled to wait quietly at home until the 
defendant brought a suit to enforce the 
mortgage. As against such a suit all the 
pleas put forward in this case would have 
been available as a defence. The period 
of limitation for a suit on the mortgage- 
deed had barely three more years to run 
when the plaintiff came into Court with 
the present suit. The object of allowing 
a declaratory suit to be brought at all in 
such ciroumatanoes as the present is for the 
perpetuation of testimony, when the 
plaintiff is apprehensive that, if he waits 
for the opposite party to take action 
against him, evidence at present readily 
available would become difficult or impos¬ 
sible to obtain. I think that is why a 
narrow period of limitation was preaoribed 
for suits to which Article 91 of the Indian 
Limitation Act applies. There is no doubt 
that attempts are frequently made to 
secure a longer psrioi of limitation by 
drafting the plaint so as to evade all re¬ 
ference to Section 39 of the Specific 
Relief Act (I of 1877) and to claim a msro 
deeUration instead of the full relief pre¬ 
scribed by that section. It is open to ques- 


4 


214 Ajlahabad 


V »• . ' j 

Mst. Phul Bibi t;. Zahub Aiii 



tion bow far litigants sboold bo enconraged 
to claim tbe benefit of tbe general Article 
120 of the first Schedule to the Indian 
Limitation Act by going out of their way 
to ward their plaint so as to escape tbe 
application of Article 91. Regard should 
undoubtedly be bad to the essence of the 
suit rather than to the particular colouring 
sought to be put upon it by the plaintiff. 
1 am content, however, to deal with this 
case on the assumption that Article 120 
applies. If BOf the test which I would sug¬ 
gest iB» whether the present suit could or 
could not have been instituted prior to 
what the plaintiff alleges to be the origin 
of his cause of action, namely, the day on 
which the defendant, in some way not 
clearly specified, showed an intention to 
institute a suit in respect of the money 
apparently due on the face of this bond. In 
my opinion, if tbe plaintiff had come into 
Court within a year, or within a month, or 
within a week of the execution of this 
deed, alleging that he bad been induced to 
execute it as a matter of policy, and (as 
his witnesses have deposed) in order to 
protect tbe property therein referred to 
from the attack of creditors whom the 
plaintiff feared, but that he had repented 
of bis conduct and realised that, so long as 
the deed was in existence, the defendant 
might make a dishonest and improper use 
of it against him, he would have bad a 
proper and valid cause of action for the 
very declaration which he seeks in the 
present case. On this ground, therefore, it 
seems clear to me that the right to sue for 
a declaration in respect of this bond accrued 
to tbe plaintiff on the day on which it was 
executed and that time was always running 
against him. I, thereforoi concur in tbe 
finding that the present suit was rightly 
dismissed by tbe learned District Judge. 

By the Court.—The order of the Court 
is that we dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed* 
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Cramier, J. 

Mst* Phul Bibi —Plaintiff—Appellant 

V. 

Zahur Alt and others —Defendants— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1163 of 1913, de¬ 
cided on 16th March 1915, from tbe 
decision of the Addl, J., Gorakhpur, 
dated 13bh August 1913* 


Landlord and Tenant—Ejected tenant haa 
no right to appertaining house, 

A teDaut who has been ejected from his hold¬ 
ing cannot keep possession of the house apper- 
tainirg to the holding. [P. 214, Col. 2.] 

Suleman and Iswar Saran —for Ap¬ 
pellant. 

Harihans Sahai —^for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by Phul Bibi, now repre¬ 
sented by the appellant Bela Bibi, for 
possession of a house, hhusaviif cattle- 
trough, et cetera* on the allegation that 
one Kariman occupied them as appurten¬ 
ances to his holding under tbe plaintiff 
and that Kariman died without issue ; but 
Musammat Elaiobi, a daughter of Eari- 
man's wife, who had died, had set herself 
up as a daughter of Kariman. The defend¬ 
ants in the suit are tbe sons and husband 
of Musammat Elaichi, The plaintiff 
alleged that the defendants had entered 
into possession of tbe holding and of the 
house property in dispute though they were 
not entitled to do so as heirs of Kariman, 
and that they had been ejected from the 
holding by tbe Revenue Court. The defend¬ 
ants pleaded that on the death of Kariman, 
Elaichi, who was his daughter, entered into 
possession of the house property. They also 
pleaded that they were tenants along with 
Elaiobi of other lands in the village and that 
they could not be ejected from the house 
while they still cultivated land in the village, 
though that land did not belong to the 
plaintiff. The lower Appellate Court found 
that the defendants were the sons of Elaiobi 
who was the daughter of Kariman, that the 
defendants* mother had been ejected from 
the holding by the Revenue Court, but that 
they wero entitled to retain possession of 
tbe bouse property. 1 remitted two issues 
to the lower Appellate Court by my order 
of July 2ud last and on these issues the 
Additional Judge has found that the house, 
bhusauli* et cetera* wore appurtenant to the 
holding of Kariman, that defendants had 
been ejected from their entire holding in 
the khalsa land, with which alone the 
plaintiff was ooooeruod, and that tbe 
plainkifi had no interest whatever in any 
laud that might still be in the cultivation of 
Elaichi. On these findings it seems to me 
that the plaintiff is entitled to succeed. The 
house was appurtenant to the holding;, 
Elaichi failed to get i>os8e&siou of the 
holding and the defendants have been 
ejected from the holding. The defeudauts 
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cannot in any view of the case retain 
possession of house property. 

It appears that the original plaintiff, Phul 
Bibi, died after my order of July 2nd. The 
lower Appellate Court brought Musammat 
Bela Bibi in as representative of the origin¬ 
al plaintiff. When this was brought to my 
notice, I required Bela Bibi to submit an 
application for substitution of names to this 
Court. Such an application was presented 
and under the orders of Mr. Justice Rafique 
the name of Bela Bibi was substituted for 
that of Phul Bibi. Now it is said that I 
cannot take any notice of the findings of 
the lower Appellate Court, because they 
were arrived at before the passing of the 

ord^ of this Court substituting Bela Bibi 

for Phul Bibi. It'is not suggested by the 
learned Vakil for the defendants that he 
has any further evidence to offer on the 
subject or that he was in any way pre¬ 
judiced by the mistake of procedure that 
was committed. His opponent was and is 
Bela Bibi and in these oiroumstanoea, I see 
no reason why I should send the case back 
m order that the District Judge may re¬ 
write his order. On the facts as found, I 
hold that the plaintiff is entitled to posses¬ 
sion of the property in suit as against the 
defendants who appear to me to have never 
had any title whatever. I allow this appeal, 
^t aside the decree of the lower Appellate 
Court and restore that of the Court of first 
instance with costs here and in the lower 
Appellate Court, 

Appeal allowed. 
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Knox, J. 

Mst, J/anoAn— Plaintiff—Appellant 

V. 

Bhura —Defendant—Respondent. 
Second Appeal No. 656 of 1914, decided 
on 20th May 1915, from a decision of the 
Diet. J,, Saharanpur, dated 30th Anril 

1914. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 197—Jn suit 
Jor ejectment question of proprietary title 
raised but not decided—district Judge on 
appeal should have decided the plea of juris¬ 
diction « 

In a suit instituted in a Revenue Court for 
djectmeot on the ground that the defendant was 
in possession without the plaintiff’s consent and 
without the payment of any rent, the defendant 
pleaded that he was in proprietary and adverse 
possession of the land hut this issue was not 

tried; 
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Held^ that the District Judge on appeal ought 
to have acted under the provisions of Section 
197 of the Agra Tenancy Act and disposed of the 
plea of jurisdiction. 16I.C. 120 Foil, and 20 
I.O. 692 Ref. 

Nihal Chand —for Appellant!. 

M, Li, Acjtawala for Respondent!, 

Judgment.— The suit out: of which fchia 
appeal arises was iasfcibuted in the Court 
of an Assistant Colleohor. The suit as 
laid was for the ejactmenb of one Bhura. 
The Court of first instance passed an order 
for ejeotment. Bhura appealed from the 
decree to the Court of the District Judge 
of Saharanpur. The allegation of the 
plaintiff was to the effect that the defen¬ 
dant was in possession of the land in dis¬ 
pute without the consent of the plaintiff 
and without the payment of any rent, and 
the defendant on the other hand raised the 
plea that he was in proprietary and ad¬ 
verse possession of the land. This issue 
apparently was never tried. The District 

Judge held that the suit did not lie under 
the Tenancy Act, as the Revenue Courts 
had no power to eject a trespasser. The 
learned Judge admitted in his judgment 
that he was bound by a ruling of this 
Court in Balli v. Nauhat Singh (1), but 
he has prefe-red to follow what he himself 
calls an obiter dictum in Nandan Singh 
v, Oanga Prashad (2) together with 
Selected Decision No. 3 of 1910 of the 
Board of Revenue. 

The learned Judge might with more 
propriety have saved himself all this ex-| 
traordinary procedure on his part and 
confined himself to the law as laid down 
in Section 197 of the N. W. P. Tenancy 
Act. 

I set aside the decree of the lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court and send the case back to 
that Court, with directions to re-admit the 
appeal on its file of pending appeals and 
dispose of it according to law. Costs will 
follow the event. 

Decree set aside ; Case sent back. 


(1) [19121 16I.C. 120. 

(2) 11913) 20 I. C. 892 = 35 AH, 512. 
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Chamieb, J. 

Plaintiff—Appellant 

V. 

Jawala Prasad —Defendant—Reepond- 
ent. 

Second Appeal No. 471 of 1914, de- 
oided on 4tb Maroh 1915, from a decree of 
the Diet. J., Agra. 

Grant — Construction—Grant of land for 
grove with right to replace and condition of 
Payment of revenue if assessed—Held it creat¬ 
ed interest and was not removeable license^As 
no time was fixed for planting^ it cannot be 
recovered for breach of condition unless condi¬ 
tion rendered impossible. 

Where a land vras granted for the purpose of 
planting a grove with a provision that the 
grantee might out down the treei and re^plaoe 
them as often as he pleased, and might ap* 
propriate to his own uio the produce of the 
trees, grass and any other produce of the land 
and if any revenue was assessed on it the grantee 
bad to pay it: 

Held, that the grant created an interest tu the 
land in favour of the grantee and it was not a 
lioenso revocable at the will of the grantor. 

[P. 216. C. 2.1 

Held, further, that as no time was specified 
in the grant to plaint the grove, the condition 
could not bo paid to have been broken until the 
grantee rendered the plantation impossible 
either permanently or for an indefinite period. 

W, K. Porter and Shiam Krishan 
Iyer —for Appellant. 

Nihal Chand —for Respondent. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of a 
suit brought by the appellant for posses¬ 
sion of some plots of laud which ware 
made over to tho respondent under a 
document, dated April 14tb, 1883, and 
described as an nama waste lagane 

bagh kef It appears that there has been 
other litigation between tho parties in the 
Revenue Court. The appellant sued for 
ejectment of the respondent on the ground 
that he had allowed a certain person to 
hold possession as shikmi for a longer 
period than is permitted by tho Tenancy 
Act. The respondent pleaded that ho was 
the proprietor of tho land. That question 
was not decided, for the Court dismissed 
that suit on tho ground that the so-called 
shikmi was merely a servant of tho res¬ 
pondent. Next tho appellant brought a 
suit for recovery of rent from tho res¬ 
pondent. The Assistant Oolleotor hold 
that the respondent was a proprietor 
and not a tenant. The Colleotor on 
appeal confirmed tlie dismissal of tho 
auit, on the ground that the relatiou- 
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* 

ship of landlord and tenant was not 
proved to exist between the parties. There 
was a second appeal to the District 
Judge who held that the respondent was 
either a proprietor or a rent-free-holder, 
and in either case was not liable to pay a 
rent. The appellant then brought the pre¬ 
sent suit* 

His case is that the land was granted to 
the respondent under the dooument men* 
tioned above for the purpose of planting a 
grove and that though many years have 
elapsed, the respondent has planted no 
trees. The appellant, therefore, olaims to 
be entitled to recover the land from the 
respondent whom he desoribes as a mere 
licensee. The Munaif held that the doou¬ 
ment in question did not confer on the res¬ 
pondent proprietary rights in the land but 
that it was a grant, permanent in its 
nature, made for the purpose of planting 
trees, that the respondent bad planted a 
large number of trees, though not as many 
as he might have planted, and that the 
condition of the grant bad, therefore, been 
sufficiently complied with. Accordingly 
he dismissed the suit. On appeal the Dis¬ 
trict Judge held that the document of 
April 1883 did not evidence a mere license 
and that the grant was not revocable at 
will. The learned Judge was of opinion 
that the document conferred an interest in 
the land on the respondent, that the posi¬ 
tion of the respondent is analogous to that 
of a lessee, and that, therefore, the suit is 
not maintainable in the Civil Court. The 
document of April 14th, 1883, has been 
road out to me, and 1 am inclined to think 
that the intention of tho parties to it was 
that the respondent should have the right 
of Jan ordinary grove holder. The doou¬ 
ment provides that tho respondent shall 
plant trees on the land, may out down 
those trees and re-plaoe them as often as 
ho pleases, and may appropriate to his 
own use the produce of the trees, grass 
and any other produce of tho land, that if 
any revenue is assessed on the land the 
respondent is to pay it and that, if the 
respondent or his successor wishes to sell 
the grove, the grantor will have a right of 
pre-emption. It is quite oleiir to me that 
this dooument ovidencos something much 
more than a lioenso revocable at will. 1 
have myself little doubt that the intention 
was that tho respondents should not be 
ontibled to retain the laud unless he plant¬ 
ed a grove on it, and it appears to me that 
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ifc is not a grant to which the provisions of 
Chapter X of the Tenanoy Aot are applic¬ 
able. The. document fixes no time within 
which the grove is to be planted and it 
does not provide for resumption of the 
land in case the respondent does not plant 
the grove. In these oircumstanees it ap¬ 
pears to me that the appellant is not en¬ 
titled to recover possession merely because 
it is proved that the respondeat has not 
planted a grove on the land, and 1, there¬ 
fore, see no reason for sending the case 
back to the lower Appellate Court for a 
finding on the question whether a grove 
has been planted or not. It seems to me 
that the dooument evidences the creation 
of an interest in the land in favour of the 
respondeat subject to the condition that 
he shall plant a grove. But as no time is 
specified for the performance of the condi¬ 
tion, the condition cannot be said to have 
been broken until the respondent renders 
the performance of the condition impossi¬ 
ble either permanently or .for an indefinite 
period (see Section 33 of the Transfer of 
Property Aot). The appellant alleges 
that the land ia under cultivation. If so, 
a grove may yet be planted on the land. 
In my opinion the appellant has made out 
no causa of action for recovery of the land 
in question. I, therefore, dismiss this 
appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 217 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Mohammad Fasw—Applicant 

V. 

Cheda Lai and another 

Party. 

Criminal Revn. Appin. No. 292 of 1915, 
decided on 19bh May 1915, from an order 
of the S. J., Maerub. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1893). S. 195 ^Small 
Cause Judge refusing to sanction prosecution 
appUcattOn under S, 195 (6; made to District 
Judge^Application is not Criminal appeal— 
Sessions Judge had no jurisdiction. 

An application was made to a Judge of the 
^urk of Small Causes for sanction to prosecute 
Jo? appHcant in respect of offences under Sections 
1^5, 4o7 and 471 of the Penal Code, committed in 

an execution proceeding before him. The appli- 

cation rejected. The matter was taken up 

to the District Judge under Section 195, clause 6, 

of the Criminal Procedure Code. In that Court 

the application was registered as a criminal ao- 
peal : ^ 

Held, that the application should not have been 
registered as a criminal appeal as it was a matter 

1915—A 28 
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in which the Sessions Judge had no jurisdiction. 
Case Law Kef. [P. 218, C. 1.] 

M, L. Agarwala —for Applicant, 

S, Nm Sen —for Opposite Party. 

Judgment. —The applicant in this ease 
is one Mohammad Tasin, who on the Elst 
of February 1914 applied for execution of 
a certain decree in the Court of Small 
Causes at Meerut, alleging himself to be a 
transferee of the decree, Ha produced a 
sale-deed purporting to be executed by the 
decree-holder. On inquiry the Court held 
the genuineness of that deed to be open to 
great suspicion and rejected Mohammad 
Yaain*8 application. The original decree- 
holder having died during the pendency of 
these proceedings, there was some little 
delay, perhaps not unnatural under tbe cir¬ 
cumstances, before his sons applied to the 
Judge of the Court of Small Causes for 
sanction to prosecute Mohammad Yasin in 
respect of offences punishabie under Sec¬ 
tions 193, 467 and 471, Indian Penal Code, 
alleged to have been committed by him in 
the course of this transaction, Tbe appli¬ 
cation came before the successor of the 
learned Judge who had tried the matter on 
the civil side, and sanction was refused by 
an order dated the 15bh August 1914. On 
the 28&h of October 1914, the applicants 
for sanction brought the matter before the 
District Judge of Meerut under Ssofcion 
195, clause (6), of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. It appears that in this Court 
a somewhat curious practice prevails of 
registering applications to the District 
Judge under this particular provision of 
the Code of Criminal Procedure as “ cri¬ 
minal appeals.'* One result of this practice 
was that the learned District Judge felt 
considerable doubt as to whether the appli¬ 
cation before him was not barred by 
Article 154 of the first Schedule to the 
Indian Limitation Aot (JX of 1908). He 
decided, however, to overrule the objection 
as to limitation and for tbe reasons given 
in his order, dated the 17th of November 
1914, he granted the sanction applied for. 

The matter was brought before this 
Court by present application presented on 
the 13th April, 1915, and a further result 
of the system of registering such applica¬ 
tions as criminal appeals in the Court of 
the District Judge of Meerut has beau that 
the application now before me has been 
admitted, and notice issued to the opposite 
side, as an application in criminal revision. 
On tbe reported authorities and settled 






218 Allahabad Jamiluddin v. Hafiz Abdul Majid 




praotioe of this Oourt^ there oan be no 
donbt whatever that this ought not to have 
been done. Although in the Court below 
the application to the Distript Judge was 
registered as a criminal appeal, it was an 
application to the District Judge. It was 
an application in a matter in which the 
Sessions Judge could have no possible 
jurisdiction. I do not think the parties 
concerned were under any misapprehension 
as to the matter being before the District 
Judge of Meerut and not before the Ses¬ 
sions Judge. For authorities in this Court 
I am content to refer to decision of the 
Full Bench in Salig Bam v. Ramji Lai 

(1) . It is an arguable point, on the wording 
of Section 195 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, and a point as to which there 
has been difference of opinion between the 
various High Courts, whether under the 
circumstances stated Mohammad Yasin is 
not entitled to bring the matter before 
this Court by a further application under 
Section 195. clause (6), of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure. This point has, how¬ 
ever, been settled in the negative so far as 
this Court is concerned over since thedeci- 
sion in Kanhai Lai v- Chhadammi Lai 

(2) . The only revisional jurisdiction, 
therefore, which I can be asked to exercise 
in the matter is that limited by Section 
115 of the Code of Civil Procedure. I am 
content to say that I tir.d no valid causa 
for interferenoo under that section. 

The application is dismissed. 

Application dismissed. 


28 All. S54 = .S A. f,. J. 3J4 
(2) (1909) 1 I.C. 5 = 31 All. 48 = 9 Cr. L.J. 03. 
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Rafiquk, ,I. 

Jamiluddin and others-Deioaimts 
Appellants 

V. 

Hafiz Abdul Majid -Plaiutiff-Resmt 

dent. * 

Saoond Appeal No. 187 of 1914, deoido 

Novtltr m3? ’ 

Id the Crn.toci Provinces the custom of hurda 

has .for centunos boon strictly observed bv a 

10 A1I%"58 Fo !n"’“^ 

10 All. 358 Followotl. (P. 2l8, C. 2 & Jio c 1 
(b) Easement Act (5 o/ 1882). 6*. 


vention of space does not affect right of privacu 
xf invaded by new construction. • 

The interveDtion of a space between two 
houses oannot afifect the right of privacy if, at a 
matter of fact, that right U invaded by the new 
constructions complained of. [P. 219, 0. 2.] 

Giridhari Lai Agarwala and Shaila 
Nath Mukerji~^for Appellants. 

Iqbal A/imad—for Respondent. 

Judgment.—The parties to this appeal 
are neighbours and they live m Mohalla 
Bakhtiari in the city of Allahabad. The 
defendants-appellants made certain addi¬ 
tions to their house, which according to the 
plaintiff-respondent invaded the privacy of 
his house. He instituted a suit in the 
Court of the Munsif of Allahabad for the 
closing of the doors in the verandah 

^ B respectively on the plan 
and for the demolition of parapets marked 
0 and D and for a perpetual injunction 
restraining the defendants from doing any 
similar acts in future. The claim was 
resisted on various grounds. It was alleged 
in defence that no custom of putdah 
prevailed in the Mohalla of Bakhtiari, that 
the house of the plaintiff was overlooked 
by other houses, that the plaintiff had no 
right of privacy, and that he bad acquiesced 
in the new constructions complained of. 
The learned Munsif after inspection of the 
spot and recording the evidence came to the 
conclusion that the additions made by the 
defendants to their house encroached upon 
1 10 privacy of the plaintiff and decreed 
the claim accordingly. The defendants 
appealed and the learned Additional Subor- 
dmato Judge affirmed the decree of the 
first Court, The defendants have come 
up in second appeal to this Court and 
repeat the pleas which they had taken in 
dofenoe before the first Court. I shall 
consider the grounds of appeal seriatim. 
By the first t^round of appeal it is contended 
that the custom o{ purdah does not obtain 
m the J/o/ia//a Bakhtiari. Both parties 
produced evidence on this point, and the 
lower Courts, after carefully considering 
the evidence, came to the conclusion that 
^* 1 ® custom of purdah does prevail in the 
Mohalla. But apart from the evidence 
lu the case it has been laid down by this 
Court in the well-known case of Gokal 
Prasad v. Padho (1) that “ at any rate 
in these Provinces the custom ol purdah 
has for oenturios been strictly observed 
by all Hindus except those of the 

(1) ( 1889 ) 10 AM. 358=1888 A.\Y.n7 135 , 
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Iloweafc classes and by all Muhammacldiis 
except the poorest,’* The fact that 
purdah is observed both by the Hindus 
and the Muhamnoadans in these Provinces 
except the poorest classes admits of no 
doubt or discussion. The parties to this 
appeal are Muhammadans among whom 
purdah is observed more strictly and more 
generally. The first ground of appeal is 
quite baseless. 

The second ground of appeal is to the 
effect that the plaintiff has failed to prove 
a right of privacy. This plea is not quite 
intelligible. The learned Vakil who ap¬ 
pears for the appellants explains it by say¬ 
ing that the enclosure to the courtyard of 
the plaintiff is in bad repairs and does not 
suflfioiently protect the women of the 
plaintiff's bouse from the gaze of neighbours 
and passers-by and hence the plaintiff has 
no right of privacy. In support of this 
reference is made to a remark in the judg¬ 
ment of the lower Appellate Court, which 
is to the effect. “It is true that this com¬ 
pound is not complete and is not the inner 
courtyard of a building intended for females, 
but the fact remains that ib is part of the 
house which is in occupation of the plain¬ 
tiff's females who do keep purdah'* I am 
unable to infer from this passage that the 
courtyard of the plaintiff is in such bad 
repairs as to expose the females of the 
plaintiff’s house to the gaze of the neigh¬ 
bours or the passers-by and thus deprive 
the plaintiff’s females of their right of 
privacy. 

The third ground of appeal is to the 
effect that the plaintiff’s house is over¬ 
looked by other houses of his neighbours 
and the courtyard is open to public view. 
The lower Appellate Court has held that it 
has not been clearly established that the 
plaintiff’s bouse is overlooked by some 
other houses of his neighbours. This is a 
finding of fact and cannot be questioned at 
this stage. Besides, as remarked by the 
lower Appellate Court, the fact that a 
woman appears before certain persons is no 

reason for supposing that she would alio ;v 

herself to be seen by other parsons who 
are strangers to her. I reject the third 
ground of appeal. 

The contention embodied in the fourth 
ground of appeal is that a public road or a 
plot of nazul land and certain other plots 
of land intervene between the house of the 
plaintiff and that of the defondmt? aud, 
thereforet the plaiatifi has no cause of 
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action. No authority has been cited in sup¬ 
port of this contention. On the contrary 
there is an authority against it, vide Kavct^ 

rjiPremchandv. Baidarker (2). The in¬ 
tervention of a space between two bouses 
cannot afieot the right of privacy if, as a 
matter of fact, that right is invaded by the 
new constructions complained of. This 
ground of appeal, therefore, fails and is 
rejected. 

The fifth ground of appeal raises the 
question of acquiescence. It has been 
found by the lower Appellate Court upon 
evidence in the case that there was no ac¬ 
quiescence by the plaintiff in the new 
constructions. Nothing has been urged in 
support of the fifth ground of appeal which 
could make me take a view different from 
that taken by the Court below. I, there¬ 
fore, disallow the objection. The appeal 
fails and is dismissed with costs. The 
learned Vakil for the appellants wants 
extension of time within which to carry out 
the directions in the decree. I allow three 
months* time for this purpose. 

__ Appeal dismissedi 

(2) (1869) 6 B. H. C. i043. " 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Sarju Prasad —Plaintiff-Applicant 

v 

Mahadeo Pande and offers—^Defen- 
dants-Respondents. 

Civil Revn Petn. No. 139 of 1914, deoid* 
ed on 7th M^y 1915 from the order of 
Add]. Sib-J., Gorakhpur. 

Provincial Small Cause Courts Act, (9 0 / 1552) 
S. 37-^Sutall Cause Court nature's suit trans¬ 
ferred to regular and tried ns regular suit-^ 
Appeal lies. 

A suit of a Small Cause Court nature was filed 
before a Munsif, who had the powers of a Small 
Cause Court Judge, and was registered as a Small 
Cause Court suit. Subsequently the Munsif was 
succeeded by an officer who had no Small Cause 
Court powers. The latter officer ordered the case 
to be transferred to the regular side and tried it 
as a regular suit. An appeal against his decision 
was dismissed on the ground that no appeal lay. 

Held, that an appeal did lie. A. I. R. 1914 All, 
119 appr. of. 13 All 324 not Foil, and Case LawRef. 

[P. 220. Cal. 2 & P. 221, C. l.J 

Jogendra Math Mukerji —for Applicant, 
Sital Prasad Ghose —for Hespondeuts. 

Order of Reference. 

This is an application for revision of an 
order of the Additional Subordinate Judge 
of Gorakhpur, rejecting an appeal on tha 
grouud that tho suit out of which 
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ife arose was a Small Cause Court 


suit aud, therefore, no appeal lay. The 
faots are that the suit was instituted 
in the Court of an officer who had been 
invested with the power of a Judge of a 
Small Cause Court up to a certain pecu¬ 
niary limit. The suit wus registered on 
the Small Cause Court side. Sometime 
after the written statement had been filed 
the Munsil went on leave and was succeed¬ 
ed by an officer who had not been invested 
with the powers of a Small Cause Court. 
The latter officer passed an order trans- 
ferring to the regular side all Small Cause 
Court suits which he then found pending 
in the Court and he tried out those oases 
as regular suits. The Subordinate Judge 
purports to follow the decision of this 
Court in Mangal Sen v. Jiup Chand (1) 
in holding that no appeal lay. In the 
case of Kaniia Parshad v. I'fahahal 
Singh (2), Mr. Scott and I were unable 
to accept the construction placed upon 
Section 35 of the Provincial Small Cause 
Courts Act by this Court in the ease cited, 
and it appears to me that a further recent 
decision of Mr. Justice Knox in Shiam 
Behari Lai v. Kali (3) is inconsistent 
with the decision in that cuso. I am of 
opinion that the recent decision of Mr. 
Justice Knox is correct and I explained 
my reasons for the view which 1 have 
taken of Section 35 in the case of Kamta 
Parshad v. Mahabal Sing (2); but sit¬ 
ting alone I do not fool justified in deciding 
contrary to the decision of a Beaub of two 
Judges of this Court. I, therefore, refer 
this application for revision to a Bench of 
two Judges. 

Judgmeat —This is an application for 
revision of au order of the Additional Sub¬ 
ordinate J udg© of Gorahkpur, rejecting an 
appeal by the appellant on the ground 
that the suit out of which it arose 
was a Smill Cause Court suit and. tboro- 
fore, no appeal lay. The faots are 
that the suit was instituted in tho Court 
of a Munsif who had been invostei 
under Section 25 of the Bengal, North- 
Wesberu Provinces and Assam Civil Courts 
Act, Xll of 1837, with tho jurisdiction of 
a J udga of a Gjurb of Small C mses up to 
a oorbam pecuniary limit. Tho suit was 
registered on the Sm^ll Caus^ Court aide. 

(1) (IBJl) U All, 324 = l8';i A. \V. N 98 

(2) (1903) f) O.C. 81. 

(3) A.I.R. 1914 All., 119322 I.C. 909. 


1919 

Sometime after the written statement had] 
been filed the Munsif went on leave anrf 
was succeeded by an officer who had not 
been invested with the jurisdiction of a' 
Judge of a Court of Small Causes. The 
latter officer passed an order transferring 
to the regular side all Small Cause Court 
suits which he found pending in the Court, 
and tried them out as regular suits. One 
of those suits was the suit out of 
which this application has arisen. The 
Munsif dismissed it and the plaintiff'appeal- 
ed. The Subordinate Judge purporting to 
follow the decision of this Court in Man* 
gal Sen v. Pup Chand (1) has held that 
no appeal lay. The facts of that case are 
not on all fours with those of the present 
case, for in that case an order had been 
passed under Section 25 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure of 1882, and the Court 
was of opinion that under the last para¬ 
graph of that section the Court to which a 
Small Cause Court suit is transferred must, 
for the purposes of the suit, be deemed to 
bo a Court of Small Causes. It is true 
that the learned Judges referred also to 

Section 35 of the Provincial Small Cause 

Courts Act and indicated that their opi¬ 
nion would have been the same whether 
the case were transferred under Section 
25 of the Code of Civil Procedure or Sec¬ 
tion 35 of the Provincial Small Cause 
Courts Act. 1 he decision referred bo has 
been dissented from by tho Calcutta High 
Court in Dulal Chandra Deb v. Bam 
-^^rain Deb (4). and also by the Bombay 
High Court in Bamchandra v. Oanesh 
15). In Oudh tho view taken for several 
years past has been that which has been 
adopted by the Calcutta and Bombay High 
Courts, Vide Kamta Parshad v. Mahabal 
12). In a very recent case, Shiam 
Behan Lai v. Kali (3). Mr. Justice 
Knox, who wus one of tho Judges, who 
took port In the decision of the case of 
Mangal Sen v. Riip Chand (1), held that 
10 a case of this kind the officer who suc¬ 
ceeded the officer before whom the suit 
was hied was bound to try such a suit as 
this as a regular suit. A decree had been 
liassed in the form of Small Cause Court's 
decree. Mr. Justioe Knox held that the 
unsucoeseful party had bean prejudiced by 
the prooedure adopted inasmuch as he had 

been deprived of the right of appeal, and 
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he set aside the decree* The view taken in 

the ease of Shiam Behari Lai Kali (3) 
is in agreement with the view taken by 
the Calcutta, Bombay and Oudh Courts 
and is, we think, correct. It seems to us 
that under Section 35 of Act IX of 1887 
the Munsif who tried the suit, not having 
been invested with the jurisdiction of a 
Court of Small Causes, was bound to try 
out the suit as a regular suit, aod that there 
was a right of appeal against hie decision. 
We allow this application, set aside the 
order of the Subordinate Judge, return the 
record to his Court and direct that the 
appeal be restored to the pending file and 
disposed of according to law. Costs of 
this application will be costs in the cause. 

Application allowed ; 

Order set aside, 
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Chamier and Piqgott, JJ. 
Emperor —Appel ] ant 

V. 

Dip Narain —Accused-Respondent. 

^ Criminal Appeal No. 995 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on 26th January 1915, against the 
order of Sessions J,, Azamgarh. 

Evidence Act, (1 0 / 1872). S. 2Q~Confession 
by one co-accused is admissible against all. 

Where several persons were tried for an 
oflenoe under Sections 211 and 109 of the Indian 
Penal Code and one of them entered confession, 
but not being convicted on the plea of guilty 
was tried jointly with the other accused : 

Held, that his confession was admissible in 
evidence as against all the accused. 

C* Q. Dillon^ S, C, Mukerji^ Surendra 
Nath Sen, R, K. Malviya and l<pal 
Ahmed —for Accused. 

Eyves —for the Crown. 

Judgment. —This is an appeal by the 
Local Government against the acquittal of 
one Dip Narain, who was convicted by a 
Magistrate of the first Claes of an offence 
punishable under Sections 211-l09Jof the 
Indian Penal Code, but acquitted by the 
learned Sessions Judge of Azamgarh on 
appeal. As a matter of fact nine persons 
Were put on their trial before the Magis¬ 
trate, all of whom were convicted and all 
of whom appealed. The Sessions Judge 
dismissed seven of the appeals* but ac¬ 
quitted Dip Narain and one Musamniat 
Talia. There has been no appeal against 
the acquittal of the latter. 

The task before us is a simpler one than 
was before the Courts below, as many 


matters which were in controversy there 
have been accepted in argument in this 
Court as fully established by the evidence. 
We find that Gaya Sunar, resident of 
Shahzadpur in the Fyzabad District, was 
on bad terms with his relatives, Sarju and 
Laehhman. He somehow or other came to 
believe that a false charge brought against 
these persons could be successfully pro¬ 
secuted, if suitable measures were taken, 
before a certain Bench of Honorary 
Magistrates exercising jurisdiction at 
Azamgarh. He came into Azamgarh for 
that purpose, and there got into oommuni- 
^tion with various persona, including 
Gulab Sunar and one Muhammad Ishaq, 
a dealer in timber. A conspiracy was 
hatched for the filing of a false complaint 
before a Bench of Honorary Magistrates 
consisting of Raja Muhammad Shah and 
Babu Krishen Deo Naiain Singh. Salaran 
Teli of Azamgarh was employed to come 
forward as complainant, and it seems to 
us perfectly clear on the evidence, if 
indeed this much also has not been 
practically conceded in argument before 
us, that there were members of the 
conspiracy who professed to be able to 
ensure its success by bringing improper 
influence to bear on Babu Krishen Deo 
Narain Singh. Accordingly, on April 3rd, 
^14, Salaran filed a complaint before the 
Honorary Magistrates already named, in 
which he falsely charged Sirju and Lacbfa- 
man with having committad, within the 
jurisdiction of the said Magistrates, offences 
punishable under Sections 323, 406 and 417 
of the Indian Penal Code. Salaran was 
examined on his complaint and put in a list 
of witnesses. We cannot refrain from re¬ 
marking that a Magistrate of experience 
could scarcely have helped seeing that the 

was a most extra¬ 
ordinary one, and that, even if it might 
prove on inquiry that there was any truth 
in the other allegations made by him, the 
story of the assault said to have been com¬ 
mitted by Sarju aad Laehhman on April 
Ist bore every appearance of being a piece 
^imaginative embroidery. Tue Honorary 
Magistrates, however, took cognizance of 
the complaint as one of “causing hurt” 
(under Section 323, Indian Penal Code) only, 
and issued process for the attendance of the 
accused persons and of the witnesses named 
by Salaran, fixing April 17ch. 1914, for the 
trial. On that date Sarju and Laohhmaa, 
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having come to Azamgarh and secured the 
services of Sheikh Faiyaz Husain, a local 
Mukhtar, presented a petition before the 
Sub-Divisional Magistrate asking for a 
transfer of the case against them to some 
other Court. There were allegations made 
in this petition which satished the Sub* 
Divisional Magistrate that prompt action 
was called for on his part. He transferred 
the complaint of Salaran to bis own file, 
and went over in person to the Court of the 
Honorary Magistrates to take possession of 
the record and secure the attendance 
before 'himself of the complainant and bis 
witnesses. The falsity of the complaint was 
at once disclosed. Salaran absconded ; his 
witnesses denied all knowledge of the affair. 
The complaint was dismissed, and the Sub- 
Divisional Magistrate initiated a proceed¬ 
ing under Section 476 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure which resulted in the 
trial out of which the present appeal has 
arisen. 

As against Du) Narain, the case for the 
prosecution is that he was an active member 
of the conspiracy which organised the in¬ 
stitution by Salaran of his false complaint 
of April 3rd, 1914, and more particularly 
that be was the member to whom the 
others looked as the instrument through 
which improper inHuenoe was to bo brought 
to bear on the Honorary Magistrate, Babu 
Kriahen Deo Narain Singh. 

In this connection wo may at once pro¬ 
ceed to comment on one aspect of the case 
which calls for special notice. The learned 
Sessions Judge seems to have been much 
influenced by the view that the case for 
the prosecution involved serious allegations 
against this Honorary Magistrate. He con¬ 
sidered those allegations grossly improba¬ 
ble and very inadequately supported by the 
evidence. Ho thou followed out a train of 
reasoning according to which the acquittal 
of Dip Narain appears to follow as a neces¬ 
sary consequence on the failing of the pro¬ 
secution to esfcablisli any speoiho charge of 
corruption or misconduct against Babu 
Krishen Deo Narain Singh. Wo are quite 
unable to look at the case in this light. The 
Honorary Magistrate was not on his trial. 
No charge was profoned against him, and 
no onus lay on the prosecution of establish¬ 
ing any such charge. The question with 
which wo are oouoorned is whether Dip 
Narain roproaontod himself, or was under- 
stood by the other oouspirutore, to bo a 


person in a position to bring corrupt influ¬ 
ences to bear on the Honorary Magistrate. 
Whatever remarks we may find it neces¬ 
sary to make on any portions of the ovi- 
denccy we have to bear in mind that the 
point for determination is the guilt or inno- 
cance of Dip Narain, and that his guilt ifl 
perfectly ooDsistent with the entire inno¬ 
cence of the Honorary Magistrate. 

When we come to ask ourselves whether 
there is anything seriously improbable in 
the suggestion for the prosecution that 
Gaya Sunar and his fellow-conspirators 
believed themselves able to influence the 
conduct of Babu Krishen Deo Narain Singh 
through Dip Narain, we find that there is 
reliable evidence on the record which lends 
plausibility to the suggestion. Dip Narain 
seems to be a local shopkeeper. He speaks 
of himself as a ** tenant of Babu Krishen 
Deo Narain Singli ; but it does not appear 
that ho has any ostensible connection with 
that gentleman, or any ostensible business 
of any kind, which should make him a 
constant attendant in the Court of the 
Honorary Magistrates on days ou which 
Bibu Krishen Deo Narain Singh is 
sitting. Yet Abdul Ghafur, peshkar of 
the Honorary Magistrates* Court, deposes 
as follows :—“ Dip Narain comes daily 
when Babu Krishen Deo Narain sits. I 
have often been to Babu Krishen Deo 
Narain's house and 1 have soeu Dip Narain 
there. Dip Narain used to give pan to 
Babu Krishen Deo Narain and Raja 
Mohammad Shah." This witness seems 
to us quite unshaken in oross-esaminatioD, 
The general tone of his evidence is by no 
means that of a man who has been got at 
to bolster up a ohargo against Dip Narain 
and to blacken the oharaotor of Babu 
Krishen Deo Naraiu Singh. He de^KJsea 
that Dip Narain was present in Court on 
April 3rd when Salaran was examined on 
his complaint, but admits that he does not 
remember Dip Narain's presence on April 
17tb, though the latter is an admitted fact. 
Ho reproaouta Dip Naraiu as ministering 
to the needs of both the Honorary Magis¬ 
trates On the Bench when Babu Krishen 
Deo Narain Singh sits there. We accept 
his evidence as true, and wo regard it as 
proving that Dip Narain habitually con¬ 
ducted himself in a manner oaloulatcd to 
impress outsiders with a belief in the 
oxisteuoo of ooulideutial relations between 
himself and Babu Krishen Deo Narain 
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Singh, partiiaalarly with refereao.e to the 
prooeedinga of the latter on the Benoh of 

Juatioe. 

At first sight the above conolaaion may 
not seem to oariy us very far; but there is 
no getting away from the fact that in 
arriving at it we have virtually disposed of 
this appeal* For when once the case for 
the proaeoutioD has been cleared of that 
mist of presumed improbability through 
which it presented itself to the eyes of 
the learned Sessions Judge, the evidence 
against Dip Narain is simply overwhelm- 
ing. Setting aside for the moment all 
items of evidence as to which there has 
been serious controversy, we find on the 
record the statements of four witnesses, 
Girdhari, Amjad Ali, Neor and Chhittru, 
all of whom depose to having seen 
meetings of the persons accused of this con¬ 
spiracy at the house of the accused, Gulab 
Sunar, and three of whom depose to the 
presence of Dip Narain at these meetings. 
These witnesses were believed in the Courts 
below, and have been relied on by the 
learned Sessions Judge as against all the 
accused persona other than Dip Narain and 
Musa'mmat Talia. Their evidence seems 
to us to have been procured under circum- 
stanoes which practically exclude the 
defence theory of collusion ■ and fabri¬ 
cation. In our Court only the evidence 
of Chhittru was seriously attacked, and 
this attack was based on a previous 
statement of his (one made in the course 
of the proceedings under Section 476 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure) on 
which he had never been cross-examioed. 
The accused persons were very efficiently 
defended in the Courts below, and if there 
had been any real force in the argument 
now pressed on our notice, we are confi¬ 
dent that the Alleged discrepancy would 
have been put to the witness Chhittru 
when he was recalled for cross-exami¬ 
nation. The argument itself is based on an 
ambiguous phrase in Chhitru’a former de¬ 
position* We do not find it convincing, 
and we regard the evidence given by these 
four witnesses as reliable. It has been 
argued that it is not conclusive ; but it is 
evidence of facts which, in the absence of 
reasonable explaration, do connect Dip 
Narain with the presentation of Salaran’s 
false complaint. It requires to be read in 
oonneotion with the evidence of the 
peshkar^ Abdul Ghafur. The association of 
Dip wfth the other eonapirators at 
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the house of Gulab, under the oiroum- 
sbanoes stated, is a matter from which the 
Court may reasonably infer his oomplioity 
in the conspiracy. Moreover the evidence 
of Amjad Ali carries the case even beyond 
the bounds of legitimate inference, for ha 
deposes to a statement by Gulab that he 
was ‘‘getting up a case" and to a request 
for assistance from this witness* 

Then there is the evidence of Fida 
Husain, the clerk of Mohammad Shafi, 
Mukhtar, who was engaged to act for 
Salaran in' the prosecution of the false 
charge. He deposes to the active partici¬ 
pation of Dip Narain in getting the falsa 
complaint drafted and in the arrangements 
made for its presentation in Court. He 
is corroborated by Mohammad Sbafi him¬ 
self, who even deposes that it was from 
Dip Narain*s band that he received a pre¬ 
liminary fee of one rupee. The Magistrate 
who tried the case looked upon Fida 
Husain as probably an accomplice, and was 
dissatisfied with the manner in which 
Mohammad Sbafi fenced with certain ques¬ 
tions put to him in cross-examination. More 
particularly, he thought the Mukhtar was 
not speaking the truth when he said that 
Fida Husain, though he had been his 
clerk, bad ceased to act as such before the 
transactions in question in this case. The 
learned Sessions Judge seems to have 
worked up to the conclusion that all the 
evidence given by theso two witnesses was 
deliberately false. Yet it is an undoubted 
fact that Mohammad Sbafi was engaged to 
act for Salaran in the prosecution of Sala¬ 
ran’s false complaint, and Fida Husain did 
write out the complaint filed by Salaran in 
Court and the power-of-attorney in favour 
of Mohammad Shafi. They were necessary 
witnesses to any inquiry into the circum¬ 
stances under which Salaran’s complaint 
came to be filed. The suggestion that they 
have embroidered on the facts which un¬ 
doubtedly were within their knowledge, 
for the sake of getting Dip Narain into 
trouble, rests on the very slenderest of 
foundations. It was no doubt a very awk¬ 
ward thing for Mohammad Shafi, from 
the point of view of his professional career, 
to be suddenly caught out in the position 
of ostensible legal adviser to a gang of 
conspirators engaged in the manufacture of 
a flagrantly false case. The position would 
tend to make him somewhat economical of 
the truth while in the witness-box, and he 
may have influenced Fida Husain to be 


Emperob V . Dip Narain 


Emperor v. Dip Narain 


191S 


224 Allahabad 

the same. To this extent the evidenoe of 
the two witnesses requires to be oautiously 
considered ; but we find no real reason for 
disbelieving their evidenoe where it affeots 
Dip Nanin. That they are not the tools 
of any conapiraoy for getting Babu Krishen 
Deo Narain Singh into trouble.may reason¬ 
ably be inferred from the fact that they 
say nothing whatever against him. 

This is the position we have reached 
without even tonohing upon the two most 
oontroverted points in the oasei the evi¬ 
denoe of the witness Ghedi Bangrez and 
the confession of the accused Muhammad 
Ishaq. If we could be sure that these 
two men spoke the truth to the best of 
their knowledge* we need not have dis¬ 
cussed any other evidenoe. Both assert that 
the filing of Salaran^a complaint was the 
outcome of an elaborate conspiracy, in 
connection with which Dip Narain was 
an important member, acting (or pur¬ 
porting to act) as go-between for the others 
in their dealings with Babu Krishen 
Deo Narain Singh. The confession of 
Mohammad Ishaq obviously requires to be 
taken into consideration against all the 
accused, the learned Sessions Judge, need 
have had no misgivings on this point, 
Muhammad Ishaq was not convicted on 
his plea of guilty, and ho was tried jointly 
with the other accused. Under tho oir- 
cumsbanees of tliis case tho trying Magis¬ 
trate would have shown very poor discre¬ 
tion if ho had convicted Muhammad Ishaq 
on his i)lea of guilty, thoroby recording 
his belief in the substantial truth of 
Muhammad Ishaq's confession, before the 
other accused bad oven entered on their 
defence. The case obviously required the 
most thorough sifting out before any 
Court could say with oonfidenoo that 
Muhammad Ishaq's confession was subs¬ 
tantially true, oven where it implicated 
himself. As it is, tho learned Sessions 
Judge has taken into consideration tho 

confession of Muha timad Islnq to a far 
greater extent tlian did the trying Magis¬ 
trate ; only ho has used it to disorodib tho 
witness Ghedi and to tlirow doubt on tho 
prosecution case gonorally, as if the prose¬ 
cution could ho madt) respousihlo for all 
tho allegations which Muhammad Ishaq 
saw fib to make against the Honorary 
Magistrate. 


We have no doubt that both the Oourta 
below were right in thinking that both 
Mohammad Ishaq and Ohedi had made 
statements which were i)alpably nntrne. 
AVe should not think of convicting anyone 
except possibly Mohammad Ishaq himself 
on the confession plus the evidenoe of 
Ghedi. Yet we think the learned Sessions 
Judge was quite mistaken in looking upon 
Chedi as a witness wholly unacquainted 
with the facts to which he purported to 
depose. He was probably telling about 
as much of the truth as he felt he could 
conveniently do without making it too 
obvious that his proper place was in the 
dock and not in the witness-box. Having 
said this much, we think it idle to enter 
upon conjectures as to why Mohammad 
Ishaq and Ghedi should have said precisely 
what they did. On no reasonable theory 
do we find anything in these statements 
which shakos our belief in the rest of the 
prosecution evidenoe; there is a com¬ 
plete ease against Dip Narain without 
them. 

The defence, as embodied in Dip Narain's 
own statement, we find to be singularly 
unconvincing. It rests upon tho fact that 
Faiyaz Husain, Mukhtar, acted for Sarju 
and Lachhman in the proceedings before 
the Sub-Diviaional Magistrate. Faiyaz 
Husain had been the opponent of Babu 
Krishen Dao Narain Singh in a Municipal 
election in which the latter was suooeesful. 
The suggestion is that, in order to revenge 
himself for his disappointment, this 
Mukhtar has engineered all that part of 
the prosecution case which seems to oast 
discredit on the proceedings of the Hono¬ 
rary Magistrate. Dip Narain is supposed 
to have been implicated, firstly, in order 
to strike at Babu Krishen Deo Narain 
Singh through him ; Secondly^ because he 
refused bo vote for Faiyaz Husain at the 
contested election; and thirdly^ because 
he refused to make a statement implicating 
Babu Krishen Dao Narain Singh at tho in¬ 
quiry boforo the Sub-Divisional Magistrate. 
This last is the point on whioh Dip 
Narain himsoK lays most stress, and in 
doing so he throws mud freely, not only at 
the Mukhtar Faiyaz Husain, but at tho 
Suli-Diviaional Magistrate himself. His 
allegations against this officer are wholly 
nusuppoitod by evidenoe and we regard 
them as obviously false. Hia defenoe ovi- 
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denoe is directed towards proving that he 
had some ostensible business on April 17th 
in the Municipal Office which adjoins the 
Court of the Honorary Magistrates, and 
towards substantiating his story about the 
contested Municipal election. One witness 
also says that Mohammad Shafi owed Dip 
Narain money, a fact which Mohammad 
Shad himself had in a fashion admitted. 
It is obvious enough that Mohammad 
Shad would not obtain a release from his 
debt by getting Dip Narain sent to jail; 
and the whole of the defence evidence 
might bi accepted, though some of it 
seems of very doubtful value, without 
really affecting our view of the case for 
the nroseoution. 

We are satisfied that the learned Ses¬ 
sions Judge has allowed himself to be 
wholly led astray in this case by a sort of 
belief that the prosecution was really 
dJrected against Babu Krishen Deo 
Narain Singh, and that Dip Narain 
could not be convicted unless the Court 
believed the allegations against that 
gentleman which are to be found in 
Mohammad Ishaq^s confession, and no¬ 
where else on the record. We hold it to 
be fully proved that Dip Narain was a 
party to the conspiracy which resulted in 
the filing of Salaran’s false complaint. 

W^e set aside the Sessions Judge's order 
of acquittal; we restore the Magistrate’s 
order convicting Dio Narain on the charge 
under Sections 211-109 of the Indian 
Penal Code as fra<med. No special argu¬ 
ment has bjen addressed to us on the 
subject of sentence, and we see no adequate 
reason for departing from the sentence 
originally passed by the trying Magistrate. 
We sentence Dip Narain to be rigorously 
imprisoned for one year and to pay a fine 
of Rs, 60, in default of payment of fine he 
will undergo fu fcher rigorous imprison¬ 
ment for two months. He must surrender 
to his bail accordingly. Any period of 
imprisonment which he may have already 
undergone will count towards execution 
of the sentence now imposed. 

Order modified. 
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Richards, C. J., and Piggott, J. 

Pur an N'ath Sa^/iaA:—Petitioner-Ap¬ 
pellant 

V 

At wargir —Opposite Party-Respondeiit. 

1915—A. 29 


First Aopeal No. 146 of 1914, decided 
on 19bh March 1915, from an order of the 
Diet. J., Saharanpur. 

provincial Insolvency Act (3 of 1907). S. 4 (h) 
-—Collusive decree for transferring ftossession 
is transfer of property within S. 4 (b). 

A collusive suit and subsequent withdrawal 
from OP compromising of the same, with the 
express object of putting another party in posses¬ 
sion of immoveable property, amounts to a trans¬ 
fer of property by an insolvent within the mean¬ 
ing of clause (b) of Section 4 of the Provincial 
Insolvency Act, 1907. [P. 205, C. 2.] 

Nikal Chnvd —for Appellant. 

Judgment. —This is an appeal arising 
out of the dismissal of an application in 
insolvency. The applicant was a creditor 
of the respondent, Atwargir. The appli¬ 
cant alleged that the said Atwargir was 
indebted to him in a sum far exceeding 
Rg.500, and further, that Atwargir had com¬ 
mitted an act of insolvency by transferring 
certain property with intent to defeat the 
applicant’s claim. It was alleged that the 
transfer was effected in the following man* 
ner: that Atwargir brought a collusive suit 
claiming certain property from one Musam~ 
mat Baldevi, which suit he proceeded to 
compromise in such a manner that a decree 
might be passed having the effect of leaving 
Musammot Baldevi in possession of the 
property and preventing Atwargir from 
ever claiming the same from her. On 
notice being issued to Atwargir, the latter 
presented an application admitting the debts 
set forth by the applicant and asking for 
an enquiry by the Ingolvenoy Court. The 
District Judge has dismissed the applica¬ 
tion, holding that there has been no act 
of insolvency on the part of the debtor, 
Atwargir. He has done this without any 
inquiry into the facts. He seems to have 
been of opinion that under no oiroum- 
sfcaooes could the institution of a collusive 
suit and subsequent withdrawal from or 
compromising of the same, even though 
this transaction was carried out with the 
express object of putting another party in 
possession of immoveable property, amount 
to a transferor property by an insolvent 
within the meaning of clause {b) of 
Section 4 of the Provincial Insolvency 
Act, III of 1907. We do not accept this 
view of the law. In our opinion the 
Court below should have made an enquiry 
into the facts alleged by the petitioner and 
should have disposed of the application in 
accordance with the result of that enquiry. 

We sat aside the order complained of 
and remand the case to the Court below, 
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with directions that it be re-admitted on to 
the file of pending applications and be 
disposed of on the merits. Costs of this 
appeal will be costs in the cause. 

Order set aside ; Case remanded. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 206 

Rafique, J. 

Wazir Ahmad —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Daya Ktshun —Defendant-Respondent. 

Second Appeal N'o. 235 of 1914, decided 
on 27th January 1915, from the decision 
of the Sub-J., Budaun, dated 30th January 
1914. 


Occupancy tenant — Orove—Orove planted on 
occupancy land is not transferable. 

Where an occupancy tenant plants a grove on 
his holding, he has no right of transfer in the 
trees. They oannot be sold privately or in exe- 
cution of a decree against the tenants. Case 
Law Ref. and 17 I. 0. 655. A. I. R. 1914 Mad. 
428 Dist. [P. 207, C. 2.] 

Abdul Ranof —for Appellant. 

Damodar Das —for Respondent* 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by a zemindar for a perpe¬ 
tual injunction restraining the defendant 
from cutting down trees of a grove or 
otherwise interfering with his {zemindar's) 
possession over it. It was alleged in the 
plaint that Moulvi Wa/ir Ahmad, the 
plaintiff, was the zemindar of the village 
of Shitabnagar, and that Bhopal and others 
were his tenants in respect of plots, 
among others, numbered 74, 81 ar.d 89. 
There was a mango grove on the said plots 
which was in the possession of Bhoi)al 
and others merely as his tenants, whose 
sole right in the grove was that of taking 
fruits. They had no right of transfer in 
respect of the trees of the grove nor could 
the said trees be sold in execution of a 
decree against them. One Daya Krishna 
in execution of his decree against them 
had some of the trees of the said grove put 
up to auction and purchased them himsdf 
on the 28th of Juno 1911. The said sale 
was void at law and put an end to the 
rights of the tenants in the grove and the 
plaintiff became entitled to its possession. 
He^ entered on- possession hut Daya 
Krishna, the purchaser, with the help of 


two others attempted to out down the trees 
purchased by him and was prevented bv 
the plaintiff. The plaintiff, therefore, sued 
for perpetual injunction restraining Daya 

Krishna and his friends from cutting down ' 
any trees of the grove in question or 
otherwise interfering with the plaintiff*8 
possession over the said grove. The claim 
was resisted on various grounds. The 
pleas with which we are concerned in this 
appeal were that the plots Nos. 74 81 and 
89 were granted to Debi Singh. Ancestor 
of Bhopal and others, by the zemindar of 
the village for planting a grove and Debi 
Singh accordingly planted a grove and his 
descendants had a proprietary right in the 
grove which they could transfer either 
privately or which could be sold in execu¬ 
tion 01 a decree against them. Moreover, 
under a custom obtaining in the village and 
also under the terms of the Wajib-ul-arz 
tenants have a transferable right in the 
trees in their possbSsioD. The learned 
Munsif held that the land of the grove in 
suit had not been granted to Dabi Singh 

was his occupancy 
holding over which he had planted a 

grove. He further held that the custom 

set up for the defence was not proved 

and that the terms of the Wajih-uharz 
were not applicable to the present case. 
The claim was accordingly decreed, Daya 
Kishen, the auction-purobaser of the trees, 
preferred an anpeal. The only point urged 
on hia behalf before the learned Subordi- 

W‘i8 tbit under the terms of 
the 11 ajih-ul-arz of the village of Shitab¬ 
nagar tenants had a transferable right in 
the trees planted by them. In order to 
dispose of the question raised in the appeal 
the learned Subordinate Judge framed a 
fresh issue and remitted it for trial to the 

lirst Court. The finding of the first Court 

on the fresh issue did not support the 
oontentiou of the appellant that under the 
terms of the Wajih.ul-arz ,, tenant had a 
right of transfer m the trees planted by 
him on his holding. The learned Subordi¬ 
nate Judge aooepted the finding of the 
hrst Court, but for the other reasons held 
that the tenants of the grove in suit had a 
right of transfer in the trees. He ao- 
oordiiigly aooepted the appeal and dis¬ 
missed the claim of the plaintiff. 

iho hitter has come up in second 
appeal to this Court. He oontends that 
iin oooupauoy or non-oooupanoy tenant 
'vho plants trees on his holding has 
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DO right of transfer in the trees in the 
absence of a ouetom or contract to the 
contrary^ The following cases are relied 
upon in support of this contention : Kasim 
Mian v. Bonda Husain (1); Imdad 
Khatun v. Bhagirath (2); Kausalia v. 
Giilab Knar (3); Janki v. Sheodhar (4); 
Wahida Khatun v. Bidaqi Das (5). 

For the respondent the reply is that the 
finding of the lower Appellate Court is 
that the 'land of the grove in suit was 
given to Debi Singh on a fixed rent for 
the purpose of planting a grove and, there¬ 
fore, the principle laid down in the cases 
relied upon by the appellant does not 
apply. It is said that when a zemindar 
grants land on rent to a person to plant a 
grove, that person has a right of transfer in 
the trees. In support of his argament the 
respondent refers to the following 
cases:— 

Muhammad Ismail Khan v. Mithu 
Lai (6); Hubibullah v. Kalyan Das (7). 

The case-law, no doubt, noakes a dis¬ 
tinction between the rights of a tenant, 
occupancy or non.occupancy, who plants 
trees on his holding and of a person who 
is given land at a specified rent solely for 
the purpose of planting a grove. The 
contention of the respondent must prevail 
if it has been found that the land of the 
grove in suit was granted to Dabi S.ngh 
for the purpose of planting a grove. It is 
true that the learned Subordinate Judge 
does say that he thinks that the land of 
' the grove in suit was let to Debi Singh on 
a fixed rent for the purpose of planting a 
grove. But there does not seem to be 
any evidence in support of this finding. 
The defendant-respondent produced evi¬ 
dence to prove that the plaintiff-appellant 
had granted the land of the grove in suit 
to Bhopal and others who had planted the 
grove. The first Court disbelieved that 
evidence. The learned Subordinate Judge 
did not accept it also, for he holds that the 
land was granted to Debi Singb. Ha 
means presumably that the land was 
granted by the former zemindarsy as the 
plaintiff-appellant was not the zemindar 
in the life-time of Debi Singb. In fact 


(1) [1883] 5 All. 616 = 11883) A.W.N. 16y. 

(2) [1888] 10 Ail. 169 = (1888) A.W.N. 32. 

(3) [1899] 21 All. 297 = (lb99) A.W.N. 72. 

(4) [1901] 23 All. 211=(l90l) A.W.N. 52. 

[6) [1906 3A.L.J.3b5 = (l906) A.W.N. 140. 
(6) [1912] 17 I.C. 656. 

^7) A.l.R. 1914 All. 428=25 I.C. 169, 


the learned Subordinate Judge, in an 
earlier part of his judgment, accepts the 
fioding of the first Court that the grove in 
question was planted with the permission 
of the former zemindar. The revenue 
papers show that the land of the grove was 
the occupancy holding of Debi Singh for 
a long time before any trees were planted 
by him on it. The reason for the finding 
seems to be that the learned Subordinate 
Judge thought that the permission of the 
former zemindars^ which was assumed in 
the absence of any protest by them, to 
Debi Singh to plant a grove amounted to 
the grant of a fresh lease to him of the 
land for the purpose of planting a grove. 
If that were a valid reason the oases re¬ 
ferred to above by the appellant were 
erroneously decided. P it I do not think 
that it can be said that the permission by 
a zemindar to his occupancy or nou-ocou- 
panoy tenant to plant trees on hia holding 
cancels the original lease and is a fresh 
lease for the purpose of planting trees. 
The finding under discussion being un^ 
supported by any evidence cannot be 
accepted. The character of the grove in 
question then is th^t it was planted by an 
occupancy tenant on hia holding. He or 
his successors have, therefore, no right of 
transfer in the trees. They cannot be 
sold privately or in execution of a decree 
against Bhopal and others. But it is fur¬ 
ther contended for the r.spDndentthat as 
soon as the grove was planted by D^bi 
Singb the'land lost its character as an 
occupancy bolding and the zemindar could 
have ejected him. HhQ zemindar having 
failed to do so Debi Singh became a tres* 
passer and his possession became adverse 
to the zemindar. Debi Singh and his 
successors have been in adverse possession 
for more than twelve years prior to the 
sale of the trees, and hence the plaintiff- 
appellant cannot question the sale to Daya 
Kishen. No such plea was taken by the 
latter in his defence. But apart from that, 
the case of Daya Kiaheu was and the 
fiuding of the lower Court is that the 
trees were planted with the permission of 
the former zemindars. No question of 
adverse possession can, thorefore, arise. 
The appeal prevails, the decree of the 
lower Appellate Court is set aside and 
that of the first Court is restored. Costs 
are allowed to the appellant through¬ 
out. Appeal allowed. 
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Rafiqub, J. 

Kishen Ballabh —Defendant—Appel¬ 
lant 


v. GnaREMAii iglS 

The learned Mansif of Mahaban> in 
whose Court the suit was filed, yielded to 
the pleas in defence. He held that it bad 
not been proved that Kanhaiya Lai had 
drawn the hundi in suit or that Kishen 


V. 

Ghure Mai and another —Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 267 of 1914, decided 
on 8th February 1915, from the decision 
of Sub J., Muttra. 

Negotiable Instruments Act (26 oj 1861). 
S. 118 (a)'-'Presumption of consideration docs 
not arise when piaintiJJ tries and Jails to 
prove consideration. 

Under the Negotiable Instruments Act it must 
be presumed that when a Hundi was drawn 
some consideration did pass, unless rebutting 
evidence is given as to its failure. But if the 
plaintiff himself chose to give evidence at the 
first instance as to consideration which was dis¬ 
believed by the Court, no such presumption 
arises. [I*. 208. C. 2.] 

Kailas Nath Katju for S. K. Dar — 
for Appellant. 

K. N. Laghate for Benode Behari — 
for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of a 
suit brought by Ghure Mai, the plaintiff- 
respondent. for the recovery of Re, 565 13-4 
on the basis of a hundi dated August 23rd, 
1910. It was alleged in the plaint that one 
Kanhaiya Lai had drawn the hundi in suit 
on a Bombay firm in favour of Kishen 
Ballabh and bis son Baldeo for Es. 500, 
who bad sold it to the plaintiff for the 
same amount. The plaintiff presented 
the said hundi to the Bombay firm and it 
was dishonoured. Subsequent to the dis¬ 
honour of the hundi by the Bombay hrm 
the plaintiil called upon Kishen Ballabh 
and Baldeo bo discharge it, who made pro¬ 
mises from time to time but failed to pay 
the money due on it. Hence the plaintiff 
sued both father and son for the recovery 
of Rs. 500 principal and Rs. 65-15-4 inter¬ 
est at six per cent per annum. The olaim 
was decreed parte on April 16!ih, 1913, 
against Kishen Ballabh but was dismisseo 
against Baldeo. On May 3rd, 1913, 
Kishen Ballabh applied to have the ex 
parte decree against him sot aside and his 
application was allowed on May 24bh, 
1913. Ho denied the olaim and pleaded 
that Kanhaiya Lai had not drawn the 
hundi in suit in his favour and that he, 
Kishen Bdiabb, Irad not endorsed the 
hundi to the plaintiff and had received no 
oonsidoration on it. 


Ballabh bad endorsed it to the plaintiff or 
had received any consideration on it. The 
olaim was accordingly dismissed. The 
plaintiff preferred an appeal which was 
disposed of by the learned Subordinate 
Judge of Muttra. The latter disagreed 
with the first Court as to the sale of 
the hundi in suit to the plaintiff by 
Kishen Ballabh. He held that the 
evidence before him proved the sale of the 
hundi. He agreed with the first Court 
that the plaintiff had failed to prove the 
passing of full oonsideration, but in his 
opinion some consideration did pass on it, 
probably Rs. l25, but could not say for 
certain how much. However, as under the 
Negotiable Instruments Act it must he 
presumed that the hundi in suit was trans¬ 
ferred for consideration and no rebutting 
evidence was given by Kishen Ballabh as 
to the failure of part of the oonsideration, 
the olaim of the plaintiff must prevail. 
The learned Subordinate Judge according¬ 
ly accepted the appeal and decreed the 
olaim, Kishen Ballabh in his appeal to this 
Court challenges the decree against him 
on three grounds. Ha says that it has 
not been proved that Kanhaiya Lai drew 
the hundi in suit or that the appellant 
sold it to the plaintiff. Under the oiroum- 
stanoes of the present case, us found by 
the lower Appellate Court, no ptesumptioDj 
arises in favour of the passing of considera¬ 
tion. Moreover it was not necessary foi 
the appellant to give ovidonoo in rebuttal 
on the question of oonsideration, as the 
plaintiff had himself led the evidenoe on 
the point and it was disbelieved. Inj 
support of the first objection it is said tha^ 
the finding of the lower Appellate Court 
is that Kanhaiya Lai is a wealthy spend, 
thrift in whose service the appellant hag 
enriched himself with the help of thg 
plaintiff', who holds many hundis from 
Kanhaiya LiU. The hundi in suit Was 
possibly fabricated by the plaintiff to 
cheat Kanhaiya Lai. And if the ax>pellant 
Was perhaps a party to the fraud in endors¬ 
ing it to the plaintiff, no decree should be 
awarded on such a hundi. The ayipellant 

did not state :n his dtfcLce that ho and 

^ho plaintiff had fabricated the hundi in 
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suib to oheat Kanhaiya Lai. The sugges¬ 
tion thrown out in the argument now 
cannot be accepted. It is true that he did 
not admit that the hundi in suit was 
drawn by Kanhaiya Lai, but he gave no 
evidence in support of it. If he 
himself fabricated the hundi without 
the knowledge of the plaintiff and 
sold it to the latter, he, the appellant, is 
liable under it. H 3 , however, denies 
the sale of the hundi to the plaintiff 
and contends that there is no legal proof 
in support of the alleged sale. The plain¬ 
tiff went into the witness-box and swore 
that the hundi in suit had been sold to 
him by the appellant. He produced two 
witnesses who gave evidence to the same 
effect. A letter was also produced pur¬ 
porting to be written by Baldeo, the son 
of the appellant, asking Kanhaiya Lai to 
pay the hundi in suit. The learned 
Munsif disbelieved the plaintiff and his 
witnesses and while admitting the genuine¬ 
ness of the latter, explained it by saying 
that the plaintiff had procured it “on 
some pretence.*’ The learned Subordinate 
Judge, however, accepted the evidence for 
the plaintiff in view of the letter of Baldeo 
and the resemblance of the admitted sig¬ 
natures of the appellant to his signature 
on the endorsement on the hundi. I 
think that the learned Subordinate Judge 
acted on legal evidence and his finding, 
being one of fact based on evidence, can¬ 
not be questioned. 

The tbird objection for the appellant in 
my opinion must prevail. If no evidence 
had been given by the plaintiff, the pre¬ 
sumption that arises in favour of a negoti¬ 
able instrument with regard to the passing 
of consideration would have held good. 
But plaintiff chose to open the case and 
lead evidence as to the passing of consi¬ 
deration. Both the Courts have disbelieved 
that evidence. The learned Subordinate 
Judge holds that some consideration must 
have passed, because in the ex parte trial 
one of the witnesses for the plaintiff said 
that Bs. 125 had been paid to Kanhaiya 
Lai. In the present case the evidence of 
that witness cannot be taken into consider¬ 
ation and an inference drawn that some 
consideration passed on the hundi in suit 
to the appellant. Besides the assumption 
that some consideration passed on the 
hundi in suit to the appellant would not 
warrant a decree for the full amount. As 
he amount paid to the appellant, if any, 


has nob beeo proved the claim of the 
plaintiff must fail. I allow the appeal, 
set aside the decree of the lower Appel¬ 
late Coart and restore that of the first 
Court, Costs are allowed to the appel¬ 
lant against the plaintiff-respondent. 

Appeal allowed. 
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Chamier and Biggott, JJ. 

Mohammad Ahmad Said Khan —De¬ 
fendant-Appellant 

V. 

Masih-ul-lah Khan —Plaintiff-Respon¬ 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 731 of 1914, decided 
on 27bb January 1915, from the decree of 
Dist. J., Aligarh. 

Evidence Act, of lS72j, S. ^3—Judgments 
not inter partes ore %n certain circumstances 
admissible. 

Z was in possession as mortgagee of a six annas 
share belonging to R in a certain village. During 
the continuance of the mortgage Z executed y 
lease of the property in favour of A. Subsequentla 
R executed a simple mortgage in- favour of A and 
covenanted that the usufructuary mortgage in¬ 
favour of Z should be paid out of its consideration. 
This was done and the mortgage in favour of Z 
was redeemed. Neverthless .d s name continued 
to be recorded as lessee in respect of the property 
On the strength of the entry in the papers, A 
brought a suit tor prodts against Af, the lamOar 
dar, and obtained a decree. M. thereupon sued 
A for a declaration that the mortgage of Z having 
been redeemed, ^ was not entitled to the decree 
for profits and that the entry of hie name as lessee 
was erroneous. A defended the suit on the ground 
that by an arrangement between him and R, he 
was lett in possession of the property as lessee for 
the remaining period of the lease and that he had 
been made to'account to ^ in a suit between them 
on the simple mortgage for the very year for which 
he had obtained the decree for profits against Af, 
He produced the judgment between himself and 
M to prove his allegation. 

Held, that the judgment produced by A was 
admissible in evidence under seetton of the 
Evidence Act. [P. 210 C. 2. P. 21J. Col. l.J 

Iqbal Ahmed a,xid Motilal Nehru—lov 
Appoilant. 

S. A/. Sulairnan and B. E. O'Conor — 
for BespondeDt. 

Judgment.—These are two connected 
second appeals arising out of the same 
series of transactions. They may be dis¬ 
posed of by a single judgment, the facts in 
botb oases being substantially the sanie. 
The respondent, Mohammad Masih-ul<lah 
Khan, who is the plaintiff in both suits, is 
the lambardar of a certain mahal. In that 
mahal there was a share of six annas 
belonging to one Bafaat Khan and a share 
of two annas belonging to Musummat 
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Zohra Begam. Afc one time Zohra 
Begam was also in possession as 
sub-mortgagoe of the six annas share 
belcDting to Rdfaat Khan. While thus 
in possession she leased out to the 
defendant-appeiiaot, Ahmad Said Kban, 
the right to receive the profits of the 
entire share of eight annas, that is to say, 
of her own share of two annas plus Rafaat 
Khan’s share of six annas. Subsequently 
Kafaat Kban executed a simple mortgage 
of bis own six annas share to Ahmad Said 
Khan aforesaid, making it part of the 
covenant, that the existing usufructuary 
mortgoge should be redeemed out of the 
consideration for the said simple mort¬ 
gage. This was done, and in consequence 
of this redemption the rights of Zohra 
Begam over Rafaat Khan’s six annas share 
terminated. Nevertheless Ahmad Said 
Khan continued to bo recorded as lessee 
in possession of the entire eight annas 
share. Ho brought suits for profits in the 
rent Court on the strength of this entry, 
and the mutter was litigated up to this 
Court, terminating in a decision which 
will bo found reported as Ahrnad Said 
Khan v. MasiuUah Khan (1). This 
Court held that, inasmuch as the Revenue 
Records showed Ahmad Said Kban to bo 
the person entitled to receive the profits 
claimed by him during the years in suit, 
a decree must be passed in his favour. 
The suits now before us are brought in 
consequence of this decree. Muhammad 
Masih-ul-lah Khan claims that ho is in a 
position to prove that the entries in the 
papers which showed Ahmad Said Khan 
as lessee of the six annas share belonging 
to Kufaut Kban, were iucoircot. He seeks 
relief by way ol a declaration to this oUeot, 
a lurtbor declaration that Ahmad Said 
Kban was not entitled to receive the 
profits decreed in his favour by the Rent 
Court, and also that the decrees obtained 
by Ahmad Said Khan are incapable of 
execution. With regard to the form of 
the rebels claimed, it is perhaps open to 
argument that the last relief sought should 
rather have been u perpetual injunction 
restraining Ahmad Said Kban from 
executing those deoroos, but this is 
a mutter of form rutuer than of sub- 
Btanue, and in the view we take of the 
case i-.s a whole it is not necessary for us to 
go lido it. Thu Court of first lustauoo dis* 
missed the claim on various gtouuds, but 

Uj IJ i. U Ad. ^1)0. 


it baa been decreed by the learned Dis¬ 
trict Judge in appeal. Coming to this 
Court in second appeal Ahmad Said Khan 
principally contends that the decision of 
the learned District Judge has been arrived 
at by excluding important evidence ten¬ 
dered by him as defendant, and practically 
by preventing him from establishing the 
defence which he set up on the merits. 
When the usufructuary mortgage on Rafaat 
Khan’s six-anoas share was redeemed, the 
right of Ahmad Said Kban to continue in 
possession as a lessee undoubtedly termi¬ 
nated, but it was for the proprietor, that is 
to say, for Rafaat Kban, to take whatever 
steps were necessary in order to enforce 
his right to possession over bis own share. 
Now the case for Ahmad Said Kban is 
that, so far from doing this, Rafaat Khan 
entered into an arrangement with him by 
which ho was allowed to continue in pos> 
session as lessee for the unexpired portion 
of his lease, on condition that whatever 
sums he received from the lavibardar ou 
account of the profits of his share should 
be credited towards payment of the money 
due to him from Rafaat Kban on the 
simple mortgage. This is a defence which 
it was clearly open to Ahmad Said Khan 
to set up, and it appears to us that the 
learned District Judge has misconceived 
the nature of the defence and has cxcladod 
the evidence by which that defence is 
fairly proved. 

We find that there has been a litigation 
between Rafaat Khan and Ahmad Said 
Khan iu respect of the simple mortgage, 
which litigation terminated iu a judgment 
and decree of this Court dated May 24th 
lyil. The result of that litigation was that 
Ahmad Said Khan was bold to have been 
in possession and enjoyment of the profits 
of this six annas share during the years iu 
question in the present suit, and was made 
to account for the profits of the share to 
Rafaat Khan, that is to say, in the decree 
which was given to Ahmad Said Khan on 
his mortgage as against Ralaat Khan these 
profits ^Ye^o credited in part pay¬ 
ment of the mortgage-debt. Tho judg¬ 
ment in question was not a judgment 
i/iftT partes so far as the present 
suit is ooucernod and, therefore, tho 
Dietriot J udgo thought that it was alto¬ 
gether inadmissible. Now under Section 
13 of the Indian ICvidenoe Act a judgment 
not intar parie^' may bo admissible if its 
existence is otherwise a faot iu issue or a 
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jrelevaTit faofc under some other provision 
of the Indian Evidence Act. In the pre¬ 
sent case Abroad Said Khan’s whole de¬ 
fence was that he was left in possession as 
lessee by the only person who had a right 
to eject him, and further that he was made 
to account to that person for the very 
prohts decreed in his favour by the Re¬ 
venue Court in the decrees which it was 
the object of the present suit to set aside. 
The judgment in the suit between Ahmad 
Said Khan himself and Rifaat Khan was 
just as much relevant for the purpose of 
)roving these facts as would have b«en a 
receipt in favour of Ahmad Said Khan 
signed by Bafaat Khan. It was positive 
evidence of the most conclusive kind that 
Ahmad Said Khan did actually pav those 
profits to Rafaat Khan. It seems to us on 
these grounds that the finding of the 
learned District Judge cannot be sustained* 
and that the Court of first instance was 
right in dismissing these suits. 

It has been contended before us that, as 
a matter of fact, if further enquiries were 
made into the question in issue, it would 
he found that Masih-ul-lah Khan as 
lambardar has actually paid these profits, 
or some portion of them, to Rafaat Khan 
direct. This argument is sought to be has- 
od on certain passages in the judgment of 
the lower Courts in the litigation between 
Ahmad Said Khan and Masih-ul-lah Khan, 
which terminated in this Court’s decree 
awarding Ahmad Said Khan the profits 
' claimed by him. There is, however, on the 
record of this present suit no evidence 
whatever to show that Masih-ul-lah Khan 
really paid Rifaat Khan any profits on 
account of the years now in question. It 
seems to us highly improbable that he did 
so. According to the Revenue Records the 
person entitled to these profits was Ahmad 
Said Khan, and we should require cogent 
evidence to convince us that while the 
record stood thus, the lambardar went out 
of his way to pay the profits to Rafaat 
Khan. In any case if there has been dis¬ 
honesty on the part of Rifaat Kban in re¬ 
covering these profits* or some portion 
thereof, twice over, that is to say, once 
from the lambardar direct and again from 
Ahmad Siid Khan, that is a matter which 
may be put right by a further litigatior to 
which Rifaat Khan would be a neoeseary 
party. We are, therefore, of opinion th&t 
these appeals must prevail. We set aside 
the decree of the lower Appellate Court 


in each ease and restore that of tbr Cen rt 
of first instance. The pli^intiff must pay 
the defendant’s costs in all Courts. 

Appt'ol aUo'ved, 
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Tudball and Rafique, JJ. 

Ibrahifnji —Decres-holder—Appellant 

V. 

Hasanuldin Khan —Judgmenfc-30btor- 
Rospondenfc. 

Exe. Second AoDeal No. 828 of 1914. 
decided on 17th February 1915, from the 
decision of the D'st. J,, Sbabjihanpur, 
dated 6th March 1904 

(a) Limitation Act (9 n/ 1903). Art. 182 (5)— 
Limitation begins to run from the date of ap- 
plication to take step in aid and not from the 
date it is ordered. 

Under Article 182 (5' of the Limitation Act, the 
period of limitation begins to run from the date 
on which application is made to taka a steodo-aid 
of execution and not from the date on which, the 
Court actually takes tlie step. [P. 212, C. 2.] 

(b) Limitation Act (9 of 1908), S 15 — Agree¬ 
ment of parties not acted on and without 
Court's order does not save limitation. 

A judgment-debtor applied to be declared au 
insolvent. Tn the course of the proceedings the 
Pleader for the decree-holder, who was one of 
the creditors, stated that if the judgment-debtor 
would withdraw bU application in insolvency ho 
would guarantee not to apply for his arrest in 
execution of his decree for a period of two years. 
To this the judgment-debtor consented and the 
application was struck off. A warrant of arrest 
was. however, issued by the Court, but was 
returned unserved as the necessary diet money 
was not paid : 

that the agreement could not save the 
period of limitation from running against the 
judgment debtor, inasmuch as the decree-holder 
did nob abide by the agreement and neither 
there was any order suspending the execution 
or injunct'on nor did the agreement prevent the 
decree-holder from applying for execution. 

[P. 212, C. 2.1 

Aqha Haider —for Appellant. 

Tqhal Ahmed —for Respondents. 

Facts. —The appellant obtained a dec¬ 
ree on the 30fch of November 1908. He 
applied for execution of the decree on the 
17th of February 1909 and again on the 
11th of March 1910. The prayer in the 
latter application was for the arrest of the 
judgment-debtor. On this, the judgment- 
debtor applied to the District Judge for 
being declared an insolvent. Daring the 
ipsolvenoy proceedings the decree-holder’s 
Pleader stated that if the judgment-debtor 
would withdraw his application, he would 
not apply for two years for his arrest in 
execution of his decree. The judgment- 
debtor consented to this and the insolvency 
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petition was struck off. The decree-holder 
applied for execution of the decree on 
May 3rd, 1913, and the judgment-debtor 
resisted execution on the plea that it was 
barred by time. The first two Courts dis¬ 
missed the application and the decree- 
holder appealed to the High Court. 

Judgment. —The decree in the present 
case was obtained on November 30tb, 
1908. The first application for execution 
was made on February I7ch, 1909. It 
was dismissed for default of prosecution. 
On March 11th, 1910, a second applica¬ 
tion was made by tbe decree-holder for 
execution by arrest of tbe judgment- 
debtor. Thereupon the judgment-debtor 
applied to the District Judge to ba dec¬ 
lared an insolvent. In tbe course of tbe 
insolvency proceedings on May 14th, 1910, 
the Pleader f :r the decree-holder, who was 
one of the creditors, stated that if the 
judgment-debtor would withdraw his ap¬ 
plication in insolvency he would guarantee 
not to apply for his arrest in execution of 
his decree for a period of two years. To 
this the judgment-debtor consontod and 
the District Judge struck off tbo applica¬ 
tion for insolvency. This was on M^y 14*.b, 
1910. The execution application of March 
lltb, 1910, was still ponding and on May 
18bh, 1910, tlio decree-holder's Pleader 
again attended Court and tbe Munsif 
directed that a warrant of arrest should 
issue. It is clear that a warrant of arrest 
was issued, but that it was returned un¬ 
executed by tbo Nazir because tbe decree- 
holder failed to pay tbo necessary diet 
money. It will bo noted also that tbo 
decree-holder’s Pleader on this date called 
the attention of the Court to tbo fact that 
tbe necessary fees for the arrest of tbe 
judgment-debtor wore in deposit in 

Court. The present application for 

execution was made on May 3rd, 

1913. It has been bold by the 

Courts below to bo out of time and the 
decroe-holdor comos hero in second appeal. 
The first plea raised is that the applica¬ 
tion of March lltb, 1910, is still ponding 
and that this is merely a continuation of 
those proooodingfl. This in view of the 
order of the Munsif, dated June 2od, 
1910, striking otl the application by 
reason of the dooroo-boldor’s default of 
payment of tbo necessary diet money and 
of tbo contents of tbo present application 
itself, can have no force whatsoever, Tbe 


present application is an application for 
execution. It is not an application ten¬ 
dering diet money and asking the Court 
to go on with the former proceeding. 

The next plea raised is that the present 
application is within three years of May 
13[)h, 1910, the date on which the Munsif 
directed the issue of a warrant of arrest. 
It is urged somewhat lamely that the 
decree-holder’s Pleader must on that day 
have orally asked the Court to issue a 
warrant of arrest and, therefore, an oral 
application must have been made to take 
a step-in-aid of execution. There is no 
evidence on the record at all to prove that 
any such oral application was made and 
we cannot presume it. 

It is next sought to persuade us to hold 
that the meaning of Article 182, clause 5, 
of tbe Schedule to the Limitation Ac*; is 
that the time from which the period 
begins to run is not the date of the appli¬ 
cation to the Court to take a step-in-aid of 
execution, but the date on which the^ 
Court actually takes the step. We fail to* 
see that this clause means anything else' 
but what the plain language thereof shows 
it to mean, The wording is, “where the 
application next hereinafter mentioned 
has been made, tbe date of applying etc., 
etc.” Lastly it is said that by reason of 
tbo agreement of May 14th. 1910, the 
decree-holder is entitled to credit for the 
two years following that date. In the 
first place the decree-holder did not abide 
by that agreement, for on the 18 Ih of May 
tbo Court issued a warrant of arrestl 
Moreover Sjctiou 15 of tbe Limitation! 
Act does not apply, for there was no order! 
for suspension nor was there any injuDO- 
tion ; there was no reason why the decree 
should not have been executed in any 
other manner than by the arrest of the 
judgment-debtor ; and lastly that agree¬ 
ment did not prevent the deoree-holder 
from applying within the period of limita¬ 
tion for execution. In our opinion the 
orders of the Courts below are perfectly 
correct. There is no force in this appeal. 
It is, therefore, dismissed with costs, in¬ 
cluding foes on the higher scale. 

Appeal disviissed. 
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Knox, J. 

Muhammad Hasan 'Deoree- 

holder-Appellant 

V. 

Hiaz Hmain and others —Judgment- 
debtors—Respondents, 

Bx. Saoond Anneal No. 1119 of 1914, 
Seoided on 25th February 1915, from the 

deoision of the Sub-T., AHahabad. 

Civil P. C. (5 O/190BK 8. SB^Execution-- 
ConsirttcHon of decree—Executing Court cannot 
co^hleie or construe a decf'ee — Execution. 

Where a decree is incomplete and ambieiuous, 
it is not the duty of the Court executing the 
decree to complete it and to give a definite ex¬ 
pression to the ambiguity. Case Law Ref. 

[P. 234. C. 1.] 

Abdul Eaoof for Rahmat Ullah —for 
Annellant. 

Tei Bnhalur Snpru —for Resnondentg. 

Judgment.—The ManHif of Allahabad 
r>\R90d a decree in the following terms: 
“It is ordered and decreed that the plain¬ 
tiff’s claim, for pre-emption, be dismissed 
with costs as against all the defendants 
with the exception of defendants 
Nos. 5 and 6, that the plaintiff’s claim for 
pre-emption, in respect of the shares of 
defendants Nos. 5 and 6, if any in the pro¬ 
perty in dispute, be decreed ; and that if 
the plaintiff deposits for payment to defen¬ 
dants Nos, 5 and 6, within one year from 
this date, the proportionate amount of the 
consideration money, equal to the price of 
the shares of defendants Nos. 5 and 6, with 
reference to the entire consideration 
money, Rs, 780, specified in the sale-deed, 
then on his so depositing tha aforesaid 
money, he (the plaintiff) shall be entitled 
to get possession over the shares of defend¬ 
ants Nos. 5 and 6, if any, in the property 
in dispute.*’ 

That decree was neither taken into 
appeal nor has it in any way been altered 
since it passed. 

The decree-holder applied to execute 
the decree, and in his application he asks 
that he may be put into actual and formal 
possession of the shares in the zemindari 
property sought to be pre-empted, being 
thasbareof Musammat Bibi and 

Kaniz Bauo Bibi specified below. Ha then 
goes on to say that under the orders em¬ 
bodied in the decree, ha had deposited in 
Cjurb Ri, 102-14-9, and ha sets out, as 
the share over which he asks to be put in 
possession, a share amounting to 17 
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karants in Mauza Manauri, Pa^fi Hub- 
bun-nisa, Pargana Chail. 

The Munsif of Allahabad, in whose 
Court this application was filed, at once 
found himself face to face with objections. 
These objections were several in number. 
One of them was that the decree-holder 
sought to execute the decree not against 
the property of Sakina Bibi and Kaniz 
Bano Bibi, but against the property of the 
heirs of Abid Husain; and further that the 
ladies above-mentioned had no interest in 
the property pre-empted, this share had 
not been set apart or specified in the 
decree ; also that their share could not be 
determined in the execution department 
and the decree was not a decree which 
could be executed. 

The learned Munsif went into the ques¬ 
tions raised and the nature of the questions 
which he had to determine will be seen 
from the issues whiuh be framed. He set 
himself to decide whether a Muhammadan 
father or a Muhammadan son had died 
first? Whether certain shares had been 
transferred before the pre-emption by an 
award of arbitrators ? Wbether an applica¬ 
tion to have the award filed in Court was 
rejected ? Whether the proportionate 
amounts of consideration which the decree- 
holder had to pay, were matters to be 
considered in execution proceedings ? 

After wading through these troubled 
waters he arrived at the conclusion that 
the plaintiff was entitled to a decree for 
possession over 125 sihams out of 1152 
sihams of the whole property inherited by 
these ladies provided the pre-emptor 
deposited Bs. 84-10-2 within a certain time. 
One has only to oonttast the decree passed 
by the Munsif of Allahabad on the Slat 
of January 1911 with the order passed by 
the Munsif of Allahabad on the 3rd 
October 1912, to sso that the real decree in 
the suit was that passed on the 3fd of 
October 1912 and not that passed on the 
Slat January 1911. The decree parsed in 
January 1911 was not an adjudication con¬ 
clusively determining the rights of the 
parties with regard to matters in contro¬ 
versy between the parties in suit, it left 
many of those matters undecided and the 
decree-holder, armed with the decree of the 
31sb January, had a decree which the learn¬ 
ed Subordinate Judge, before whom the 
matter went in appeal afterwards found in- 
capable of execution, 
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The appeal before me oontests the finding 
of the Subordinate Judge, and says that 
that Court was in error when it held that 
the decree passed in January was a decree 
incapable of execution. The learned Counsel 
for the decree-holder in sunport of the first 
plea taken by him in appeal, i.e., that the 
decree in question was a decree capable of 
execution. O’t^d in support of his argument 
the cA'^e o( Pirhhu Naroin Singh v. Pup 
Singh (1). The decree before the Court in 
that case was a decree for sale of property 
in which the decree-holder and the Courts 
were at arm's length as to whether the 
decree gave or did not give the decree- 
holder interest after a certain date. This 
Court held that the decree was clear and 
unambiguous on this question and that the 
executing Court was bound to execute it 
according to its terms. 

I was next referred to the case of Lf'/a- 
dhar v. Chnturbhuj (2). That was a case in 
which the Court executing the decree took 
upon itself to decide whether the decree* 
as it stood, was or was nob a valid decree, 
whether it was or was not rightly passed. 
In both oases the Courts had before them 
a decree and there can be no question that 
when a Court is asked to execute a decree, 
its business is to execute that decree 
according to the terms contained 
in the decree and not to question 
whether the decree was a decree passed by 
a Court having jurisdiction or whether 
some of the terms of the decree had nob 
been erroneously entered in the decree. 
jWhat the Court did in this case was to 
'bake up an inoomnlete decree, the terms of 
jwhioh were ambiguous, and to j^rooef^d to 
complete the decree and to give a definite 
expression to the ambiguity. 1 kno'v of 
no provision of the Civil Procedure Cide 
which allows the executing Court to do 
this. 

The case before me seems to ho in accord 
with the case of Earn Lnpif. Eamv, 
Ohoo^f’a?n (3). That was a decree passed 
under a sulehunnii and the Court passed 
its decree blindly on the sulehjvxma with¬ 
out ascertaining matters which had been 
left unascertained by the sul'^hnania. As 
the learned Judges pointed out, disputes 
naturally arose when the dooreo was put 
into execution, and they h dd that a Court 

(1) (1808) 20 AH. 307=lrt"8 .AAV \ 91 

(2) (1809) 21 All. 377-= 1809 A.W.N. 84 '. 

(3) (1870) 4 C. I.. H. 97. 


exe'3uting the decree was bound by the 
terms of the decree and it was only in 
oases provided for by Sections 211 and 212 
of the Civil Procedure Code then in exist¬ 
ence (now Order XX, Rule 12) that the 
Court is at liberty to determine the rights 
of litigants in proceedings taken after 
decree. As regards those rights the Cal¬ 
cutta High Court held that they could not 
in execution go into the question at all. 
The result is that this appeal is dismissed 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissecL 
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Richards, C. J. and Banrhji, J. 

Ganges Sugar TForA'.s LiJ.—Plaintiff- 
Appellant 

V. 

Nufi ^fiah —Defendant—Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 31 of 1914, decided 
on 17th February 1915, from the decision 
of the Sih-J., Cawnpore, dated 2‘3Qd 
December 1913. 

Comf>anies Act (7 of 1913), S. 95— AgrccmctU 
to refer dispute to arhitrators wi(/iot(( com- 
patiy'sseal is not invalid. 

A contract to refer to arbitration any dispute 
which miqht arise between a Company and an 
individual is not illegal because it is not under 
the seal of the Company. (P. 23n, C. 1] 

Wnlhtch —for Appellant. 

S, C. B-inefii —for Respondeat. 

Judgment.—The facts connected with 
the case out of which this appeal arises ari 
shortly as follow. The plaintiff Com¬ 
pany entered into a contract with the de¬ 
fendant in connection with the working of 
a certain portion of the Company's pro¬ 
perty or business. One clause of this 
contract was that in the event of disputes 
or differences arising, they should he re¬ 
ferred to the arbitration of a gentleman 
named Hiznri Ini, and that his decision 
should be binding and conclusive between 
the parties. This oonfraot was not under 
seal. Disputes having arisen the Com¬ 
pany made an application under Schedule 
II, Rule 17, of the Code of Civil Procedure 
to file the oAutraot as a submission to 
arbitration in order that the matter should 
be settled in aooordanoe with the provi- 
sions of the Code. This application was 
refused by the Court below on the sole 
ground tliat the contract which contained 
the submission to arbitration was nor 
under the seal of the Company, At pre¬ 
sent wo have nothing to do with the merits 
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of the dispute between the parties. We 
have only to decide whether or not the 
Court below was wrong in refusing the ap¬ 
plication on the ground mentioned above* 
Section 67 of the Indian Companies Act, 
VI of 1882, (which was in force at the 
time), provides for the manner in which 
contracts can be entered into by Com¬ 
panies. It is admitted by both sides that 
the present contract, save the particular 
clause which refers to arbitration), was a 
contract which the Company was entitled 
to enter into without its being under seal. 
It is quite clear that if Section 67 stood 
alone, the contract to refer to arbitration 
also did not require to be under seal. It 
is contended, however, that it necessarily 
follows from the provisions contained in 
Section 96 and the sabsequent sections 
down to Section 123 that an agreement to 
refer disputes to arbitration by a Company 
to be legal must necessarily be under seal. 
Section 96* is as follows: *‘Any Company 
under this Act may from time to time, by 
writing under its common seal, agree to 
refer, and may refer, to arbitration any 
matter whatsoever in dispute between it¬ 
self and any other Company or person; 
and the Companies, parties to the arbitra¬ 
tion, may delegate to the person or 
persons, to whom the reference is made, 
power to settle any terms or to determine 
any matter capable of being lawfully 
settled or determined by the Companies 
themselves, or by the Directors or other 
managing body of such Companies.” 

This Section (96) is largely taken from 
the English Companies Act (25 and 26 
Victoria, Chapter 89), Section 72''' of 
which is as follows : “ Any Company 
Under this Act may from time to time, by 
writing under its common seal, agree to 
refer and may refer to arbitration, in 
aacordanoe with the Railway Companies 
Arbitration Aot, 1859, any existing or 
future difference, question or other matter 
whatsoever in dispute between itself and 
&ny other Company or person, and the 
Companies parties to the arbitration may 
delegate to the person or persons to whom 
the reference is made power to settle any 
terms or to determine any matter capable 
of being lawfully settled or determined by 
the Companies themselves or by the 

* See Section 119 of the Companies (ConsolU 
dfttion) Act, 1908.— Ed. 


Directors or other managing body of such 
Companies”. 

Section 73* is as follows: “All the 
provisions of the Railway Companies 
Arbitration Aot, 1859, shall be deemed to 
spply to arbitrations between Companies 
and persons in pursuance of this Aot; and 
in the construction of such provisions the 
Companies shall be deemed to include 
Companies authorised by this Act to refer 
disputes to arbitration.” 

The Railway Companies Arbitration 
Act, 1859, was an Ait providing for the 
settlement of disputes between Railway 
Companies tn/er se. It contains more or 
less elaborate provisions for the manner in 
which such arbitrations should be carried 
out. The provisions, to which we have 
referred, of the Eoglish Companies Act 
incorporated these provisions and made 
them applicable not only to disputes bet¬ 
ween different Companies, but * also to 
disputes between a Company and oyi 
ifidiiidual. It was evidently the inten¬ 
tion of the Indian Legislature to do much 
the same thing by the Indian Compani> s 
Act of 1882. Sections 97-122 are for the 
most part adaptations of the Railway Com¬ 
panies Arbitration Act to which we have 
already referred. It was neglected, how¬ 
ever, to expressly make these sections ap¬ 
plicable to disputes between Companies 
and individuals. It seems as if there was 
an example of clumsy drafting, but the 
matter is no longer of any very great im¬ 
portance because under the present Indian 
Companies Aot, VII of 1913, provision is 
made for Companies entering into arbit¬ 
ration in accordance with the Indian 
Arbitration Aot. It seems to us that tho 
question resolves i.self into the proposi¬ 
tion, do the provisions of Section 96 neces¬ 
sarily imply that a Company cannot, save 
under seal, enter into a contract to refer, 
a contract which but for the provisions 
of the section it could have entered 
into, namely, to submit its possible 
future disputes to the arbitration of a 
named arbitrator ? It seems to us that 
there is no such necessary implication. 
The words are that “ the Company 7nay 
from time to time” etc. It was probably 
the intention of the Legislature when 
providing for the method in which a parti¬ 
cular arbitration should be carried out to 
give the parties the option of having the 
arbitratioQ in aocordanoe with the Act, if 
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they thought fit. It is, however, unneoes- 
Bftry now to speculate as to what was the 
real intention from the change that has 
been made in the law ; the provisions of 
the Act of 1882 evidently were found to 
be inapplicable to the conditions of this 
country. We think that the contract in 
the present case to refer to arbitration any 
future disputes which might arise between 
the Company and the defendant was not 
an illegal contract but a contract which 
can be given effect to in the ordinary way. 
It is quite clear that Section 123 only 
applies to submissions to arbitration which 
have been made in accordance with the 
provisions of the Act. 

We accordingly allow the appeal, set 
aside the decree of the Court below and 
remand the case to that Court with direc- 
tions to re-admit it upon its original 
number in the file and to proceed to hear 
and determine the same according to law, 
having regard to what we have said above. 
Costs here and heretofore will be costs in 
the cause and will include fees on the 
higher scale. The record may be sent 
down BO that the Court below may dispose 
of the case as soon as possible. 

Appeal alloojed ; Case remarnlei-L 
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Rafique, J. 

Ramjas Defendant—Appellant 


V. 


Singh— P\tk\nt\S —Respon- 


1913, de- 

from the 
dated 7tb 


Zaharya 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 1145 of 
cided on 8th February 1915, 
decision of the Sub. J., Meerut, 

July 1913. 

U. P. Land lUvaixtc Act (3 of 1901), S. 11.^— 
Co-sharcr's house included in share of another 
tn partition without any settlefuvnt—Possession 
of site by removing materials van be claimed. 

Whero tho site of a house bolouging to one c**- 
slaror is given to another co-sharer at the tiino 
of partition and no stop is taken under ifeoiion 
118 of tho U. P. I.and Kovoniio Act to enable 
tho ocenpior of tlie house to rotniii posscsjion of 
the liouso on payment of rent, tho co-sharer to 
V horn it is allotted at the parlition can recover 
possession of tho sito by removal of tho materials 
of tho house. 5 I- C. Gti4 Ref, (P. J3r, 1.] 

Qokul Prosail -iov Appellant. 

Tej Bahadur Sapni —for Respondent. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the plaintill-respoudent 
for the recovery of possession of ahadi plot 
No. 53/1 and tlio l)OU8o situate on it. Tho 
facts as found by the Courts below are 


that Sonehra, Hardeo and Musammat 
Indraoti were the owners of the house in 
suit and co-sharers in the village. In 
1870 the ancestors of Sonehra, Hardeo 
and Musarnmat Indraoti mortgaged their 
zemindari as also the house in suit to Ram 
Lai, the grandfather of the plaintiff- 
respondent. The mortgage was with 
possession, but the mortgagors took the 
bouse on lease from the mortgagee. In 
1897 Sonehra and his father, Moti, sold 
their equity of redemption to the defend¬ 
ant-appellant inrespeot of their zemindari 
share, who redeemed the mortgage. In 
1904 there was a partition effected through 
Court between the co-sharers of the 
village under which abadi plot No. 53/1 
was allotted to the plaintiff-respondent. 

At the time of the partition Sonehra and 
Musarnmat Indraoti were occupying the 
house in suit. They did not ask the Collec¬ 
tor to make an order under Section 118 
of the Land Revenue Act enabling 
them to retain possession of the house on 
payment of rent. Subsequently in 1909 
Sonehra and Musamvxat Indraoti executed 
a 8;kle-de6d in respect of the house situate 
On plot No. 53/1 in favour of the defen¬ 
dant-appellant. The vendors, after selling 
the house, left the village. The plaintiff- 
respondent, after their departure finding 
the defendant-appellant in possession of 
the house in question, brought the suit out 
of which this appeal has arisen for the 
possession of the house and its site, on the 
allegation that he was the proprietor of the 
sito under the partition of 1904 and of tho 
house because Sonehra and Mxisatnmut 
Indraoti, whom he described as tenants, 
had left the village. The claim was resist¬ 
ed on the ground among others that 
Sonehra and Musarnmat Indraoti were 
not tenants in the village, but were oo- 
shareis who had proprietary rights in the 
house in suit. The learned Munsif in 
whoso Court tho suit was filed dismissed 
the claim for possession, but declared the 
plaintiff to bo the owner of the site. On 
appeal tho learned Subordinate Judge 
reversed tho decree of the first Court and 
decreed the claim of the plaintiff for actual 
possession of the site giving the defendant 
an option to remove the materials within a 
specified time. The defendant has come 
up in second appeal to this Court and oon- 
tonds that as the plaintiff has failed to 
prove that Sonehra and Musarnmat 
Indraoti were mere tenants on whose 
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departure the house and its site escheated 
to him, bis claim for possession must fail. 
The defendant admits the title of the 
plaintiff to the site and is willing either to 
pay rent for it or to give other land of 
equal value in exchange to the plaintiff. 
I think that the decree passed by the lower 
Appellate Court is a correct decree in view 
of the decision of this Court in Nundan 
Pat Tewari v. Radha Keshan Kalwar (1). 
At the time of partition in 1904 Souehra 
and Musammat Indraoti should have 
taken steps under Section 118 of the Land 
Revenue Act. They failed to do so, and 
the plaintiff's suit for possession of the 
site by removal of the materials of the 
house cannot be resisted. The appeal, 
therefore, fails and is dismissed with costs. 
The defendanb-appellant is allowed two 
months from this date to remove the 
materials of the bouse. 

Appeal dismissed^ 


(1) (1910) 5 I.C. 664. 
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Banerji, J. 

Sheo Prasad and “Defendants 

—Appellants 

V. 

Lala Ram —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 2 of 1915, de¬ 
cided on 19th April 1915, from an order 
of theOffg. Small Cause Court, J., Allaha¬ 
bad, dated l7th June 1914. 

Contribution—Decree should apportion each 
defendant's liability—Joint decree is erroneous 
—Decree, 

In a suit for contribution it is the duty of the 
Court to determine the amount of liability ot 
each defendant and to make a decree apportion¬ 
ing to each of them the amount for which be is 
found to be liable. A joint decree is clearly errone. 
ous. 

Id sueb a suit what the Court ought to deter 
mine is whether the plaintiff has paid for the 
defendants their share of liability for the original 
debt. So far as the creditor is concerned, he is 
entitled to recover what is due to him from all 
the debtors, but as between the debtors, each of 
them is liable for so much of the debt as he has 
not paid to the creditor and as the plaintiff has 
paid for him. [f. 237, C. 1 & 2.] 

Haribans Sahai^loi AppalUntg. 

K, iV. Laghate —for Respondent. 

Judgment. —This application for revi¬ 
sion arises out of a suit for contribution 
brought in the Court of Small Causes at 
Allahabad so far back as the year 1911. 
The case came up to this Court once 
before and after certain issues bad been 
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sent down to the Court below, it was 
finally remanded to that C:)urfc for re¬ 
trial in accordance with the judgment 
of Mr. Justice Tudball reported as Lala 
Ram V. Sheo Prasad (1), The facta are 
these :— 

The plaintiff and the two defendant- 
jointly took a lease from the Oudh and 
Rohilkhand Radway Conpanv for cutting 
grass. The rent reserved by the lease was 
Rs. 2,000. TheRiilway recsive'^ on account 
of rent the total sum of R^. 1,533-5-6; for 
the bilance, namely Rg. 466-10-6, a suit 
was instituted on behalf of the Secretary 
of State against the three defendants and a 
decree was obtained on the 28bh of May 
1909. The amount of the decree was rea¬ 
lised from the plaintiff alone and thereupon 
he brought the suit, out of which this 
application for revision arises, for con 
tribution against the two defendants. The 
suit was first dismissed, on the ground that 
it could not be maintained until after an 
account of the partnership had been taken. 
The defendants contended that they had 
paid off their share of liability for the rent 
and that nothing was due by them. After 
the remand by this Court the case was 
tried by the learned Judge of the Court of 
Small Causes and he made a decree for the 
full amount of the claim against the two 
defendants. 

This decree is clearly wrong in one 
respect. It was made jointly against both 
the defendants. In a suit for contribution 
it is the duty of the Court to determine 
the amount of liability of each defendant 
and to make a decree apportioning to each 
of them the amount for which he is found 
to be liable. A joint decree is clearly er-j 
roneous. 

There is another error in the decision of 
the Court below, and it is this. 

The learned Judge thinks that becaueo 
a decree was passed against the plaintiff 
and defendants, thereforo tho defendants 
are liable for 2/3rd of the decretal amount. 
This view also is clearly erroneous. 

In a suit for contribution what the Court 
ought to determine is, whether the plain¬ 
tiff has paid for the defendants their sharel 
of liability for the original debt. So far as 
the creditor is concerned he is entitled to 
recover what is due to him from all the 
three debtors, but as between themselves 
each of them is liable for so much of the' 

I 


(1) (1913) 20 I.U. 176, 
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debt as be bas nof; paid to tbe creditor 
and as tbe plaintiff bas paid for bim. If 
tbe learned Judge bad proceeded to try 
tbe case from this point of vieTsr, he would 
not have made a decree in tbe manner in 
which be made it. After the remand no 
evidence was given to show how the 
partnership account stood and, therefore, 
tbe case bad to be tried independently of 
tbe partnership account, there being no 
materials before the Court to enable it to 
judge what would be tbe liability of each 
partner if a complete account of tbe 
partnership were taken. 

As I have said above, tbe total amount 
of rent payable by the parties was 
Rs. 2|000; each of them was. therefore, 
liable out of that amount for Rs. 666-10-8. 
We have to see how much was paid by 
each of them out of this amount. From 
the evidence of Mr. Bowder, the Engineer 
of the Railway, it appears that two 
sums of Rs. 500 each were paid up to the 
19th of October 1907. There is no clear 
evidence as to who made these payments, 
that is to say, who found tbe funds with 
which this sum of Rs. 1,000 was paid. 
Tbe plaintiff says in his deposition that he 
paid the first item of Rs. 500 out of funds 

in band, by which he apparently meant 
the partnership funds, that is to say, the 
proceeds of the sale of grass. If that 
statement is true, then all the partners 
contributed that sum. As for the 2nd item 
there is an absenoe of evidence as to who 
contributed that sum. Mr. Bowder makes 
a somewhat vague statement on the point, 
as he says that one or other of the defen¬ 
dants must have paid the last six items 
mentioned by him. In tbe absence of clear 
evidence it must be presumed that the 
second sum of Rg. 500 was also paid by all 
the three persons; so that out of this sum 
of Rs. 1,000 each of the two defendants, 
Bhiv Pragad and Shiv Tahal, must be 
deemed to have paid one-third, i, e.^ 
Rs, 333-5-4. Mr. Bowder’s evidence shows 
that Shiv Prasad paid Rg, 300 more on 
three different dates and that Shiv Tubal 
paid Rs. 233-5-6. In the absenoe of any 
evidence to show that this money was 
paid by them out of the proceeds of the 
partnership business, they must be pre¬ 
sumed to have paid the two sums mention¬ 
ed above. Therefore, the total amount 
contributed by Shiv Prasad must bo held 
to have been Rg. 633*5-4 and that contri¬ 


buted by Shiv Tahal Re. 566-10-10. Shiv 
Prasad and Shiv Tahal were, as I have 
said above, liable for Rg. 666-10-8 eaob; 
Therefore, the amount contributed by 
Sheo Prasad was short by Rg. 33-5-4 and 
that contributed by Shiv Tahal was short 
by Rg, 99-15-10, These are the amounts 
for which these two persons must be held 
liable to the plaintiff. The result is that 
1 discharge the decree of the Court below 
and make a decree in tbe plaintiff*8 favour 
for R^, 33-5-4 against Shiv Prasad and 
Rs. 99-15-10 against Shiv Tahal. 

Having regard to all the oiroumBtanoeB 
of the case, 1 direct that the parties bear 
their own costs of the whole litigation 
including the costs in this Court. 

Appeal allowed ; Decree modified, 
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Tudball, J. 

Sital Prasad Ghosh —Applicant 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. Petn. No. 206 of 1915, 
decided on 16th April 1915, from the order 

of the Mag. Ist Chss, Allahabad, 

Agra and Oudh Water Works Act (1 of 1891), 

S. ^^-^Waste water can be used for garden^ 
Other supply was dry but garden was watertd^ 
Circumstattces were not su^icient to conclude 
that offence of using water meant for dofnestic 
purposes for garden was committed. 

Waste water may be used for the purposes of a 
garden as it cannot be used for a second time for 
domestic purposes. 

In cold weather the gardeu of the applicant was 
found well watered but tbe pucca reservoir and 
ebauuel connected with a well in tbe gardeu were 
dry and full of leaves: 

Held, that this oircumstance was uot suflici- 
ent for couvictiou of the applioaut for having 
used for gardening the water supplied for domestic 
purposes. [P. 239, C. 1.] 

i?. ]\ralcomson —for the Crown, 

Judgment. —-This application arises out 
of a conviction under Section 46 of the 
Water Works Act. The facta on which the 
conviction is based are as follows:— 

The applicant, Mr, Sital Prasad Ghosh, 
has a house and a garden. In the gardeu 
there is a well, attaohed to it there is a 
pucca reservoir and a pucca channel. Part 
of the garden is used for the purposes of 
growing vegetables. The Chairman and 
Assistant Secretary of the Municipal Board 
visited the premises on the 5th December, 
1914. They saw that the vegetable garden 
was well watered and found the reservoir 
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dVy And the obannel ooutaining a large 
aniotint of leaves. They saw a pair of 
bullooks entering tbe compound. Half an 
boar before this the Chairman and Assis¬ 
tant Secretary bad been visiting the other 
houses in tbe neighbourhood. 

The Court below has drawoi on these 
facts, tbe inference that tbe water which 
was supplied for domestic purposes had 
been used for the purpose of watering the 
garden. Tbe Assistant Secretary stated 
that in his opinion tbe reservoir and the 
channel could not have been used for a 
fortnight because they were dry and there 
was a large amount of leaves in the 
channel. I take it for granted that waste 
water may be need for the purpose of the 
garden as it could nob be used for a second 
time for domestic purposes. lu my opinion 
these facts do not legitimately raise tbe 
inference that Mr. Sital Prasad Ghosh had 
used the Municipal water. It was cold 
weather when the premises of the appli¬ 
cant were visited and land watered then 
continues to be wet for a considerable 
length of time and the bare fact of the 
garden being wet at the time is not in 
itself a sufficient fact even with the 
presence of leaves in the water channel 
jfor the conviction of the applicant of 
jthe offence of which he has been convict¬ 
ed. I am, therefo’^e, of opinion that the 
facts found are insufficient to support the 
applicant’s conviction. I set aside tbe 
order of the Court below. The fine will 
be refunded. 

Conviction set aside, 
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Richards, C. J. and Tudball, -T. 

Baru Mai and others —Plaintiffs— 
Appellants v. 

Tansuhh Bai and another —Defend¬ 
ants—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No, 205 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 25th May 1915, from the decision 
of the Dist. J.. Saharanpur, dated 17th 
December 1913. 

(a) Wajib ul arz—Pr^s«m/>/iV)n 
that entries refer to custom can be rebutted by 
the language read with other evidence. 

The entries in a wajib ul^arz are prima facie 
to be regarded as referring to customs rather 
than to agreements. But this does not preclude 
the Court from taking into consideration, when 
considering the eridence as a whole, the language 
which is used in the wajib^ul-arz along with 
other evidenoe. [P. 239, C. 2.J 

(b) Civil P, C. (5 of 1908), S. 100—Finding 
of non-existence of custom on entire evidence is 


finding of fact. 

If on a consideration of the entire evlden^’e 
the Court is not satisfied that a custom exists, 
the finding is a finding of fact and tbe High Court 
cannot interfere in second aopeal. [P. 240. C. 1,1 

(c) Pre-emption —Wajib ul-arz— No decision 
by High Court about non-existence of custom of 
pre-emption in Saharanpur district or that 
Wajib-ul*arz in Saharanpur are not evidence of 
custom. 

The High Court has never decided that a 
custom of nre-emp‘ion cannot exist in the Saha- 
ranpnr District or that the wajih-ul-arz in 
Saharanpur are not evidence of a custom. 

10 Ind. Cas, 558 : Referred to. rp. 2-tO. C. 1.1 

Surendro N-dh —for Appgllaufce. 

Jogenira Nath Mukerji —for R^spon- 

dontq 

Judgment.—This appeal arises oub of 
a suit for pre-emption. The plaintiff is 
a co-sharer. The vendee is a stranger. The 
pUintiff adduced in evidence in suonoTfc of 
the existenee of the alleged enstonn an 
extract from the arz of 1867. No 

o^rXxQx wnjib-ul-arz wis produced. He 
also adduced in evidence two decrees, one 
based on a compromise and the other a 
decree in which the question of custom 
was not decided. T here were some oral 
evidence but on cross examination these 
wihnessps had to admit that there had 
been sales to strangers and no pre-emption 
claimed. Lastly he produced an extract 
from the wajih-uUnrz for the current 
Settlement, which refers to the wajih-uU 
arz of 1867 for the **ou8boma*’ which 
were not specified in the document itself. 
The entry in the wajib^ul-arz of 1867 
no doubt refers to a right of 
pre-emption. In the very same clause, 
however, there are references bo a number 
of other matters which it is extremely 
improbable were existing customs. In 
fact the wojib-uUarz annears to be almost, 
if not qu’te identical with the ivajib uUarz 
referred to in the case of Dhian Kuar v. 
Diwan Singh (1). It seems to us that 
the Cjurb considering the proper issue in 
the case, namely, does or does not the 
cisfcom exist, was justified in saying that 
he was not satisfied that the custom exist¬ 
ed on the evidenoe produced, bearing in 
mind that the onus lay on the plaintiff. 
This would bo a finding of fact binding on 
this CDurt in second aopeal. No doubt it 
has bean decided by a Fall Bench of this 
Court that entries ‘in the wajib-ul.a*-z 
are pnma facie to be regarded as referring 
to customs rather than to agreements. But 

(1) [1911] 10 I.O. 558. 
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[this does not preolnde the Court from 
taking into consideration, when consider¬ 
ing the evidence as a whole, the. language 
which is u-ied in the wajih uUarz. The 
learned District Judge commences his 
judgment with the following words : “ As 
regards the entry in the wajih-uUarz re¬ 
lating to pre-emption, it seems to be 
settled as the result of a series of rulings 
of the Hon^ble High Court that in the 
Saharaupur District the wajib’ul-arz is 
evidence of contract which lasts only 
during the Settlement to which it relates 
and is not proof of custom.” We do not 
think that these remarks are correct. This 
Court has never decided that a custom of 
pre-emption cannot exist in the Saharanpur 
District, or that the wajib ul-araiz in 
Saharanpur are not evidence of a custom. 

loh case should bo decided on its own facts 
and circumstances. In the case of Dhian 
Kuaryj. Diwan Sinqh [\) to which wa 
have already referred, the lower Appellate 
Coart held oa the evidence that thecu'^tom 
of pre-emption was not proved. This 
Coart in second appeal referred to the 
evidence that had been produced on be¬ 
half of the plaintiil. It coi sisted of an 
entry from the wajib-al-arz of 1867 and 
nothing more. The e^xUax wujib*ul’‘nTaiz 
were not produced. This Court bold that 
the Court below was entir.led to consider 
the'language of the wi>jd)*ul‘CL>'Zf the fact 
that the earlier wajib.n'.araiz bad not boon 
produced and that if it o.iine to the cou- 
olusioa that the plaintiff by merelv 
producing the extract from the waiib^ul- 
arz oi 1867 had failed to prove the exist¬ 
ence of the custom, the Court was justi- 
hod in its conclusion. To all intents aud 
purposes the present case stands on 
exactly the same basis. We, therefore, 
laooept the finding of the Court below as a 
finding of fact binding on this Court in 
jooond appeal. Wo dismiss tho appeal 
vith costs. 

Appeal dismis'icd. 
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CriAMlEH AND PiuauTr, JJ. 

Janki Prasad —Plaintiff—Apiilioant 

V. 

Parmeshwar Din Pan Defondant- 
Oppoaito Party. 

Civil Rjvn. Petn. No. 165 of 1014, 
dooidod on 2‘'iud March 1915, from the 
order of the Munsif, B isti. 


1915 

C*vt7 P. C. (1908) S. l\5—Defendant in jail 
when ex parte decree Passed—Application under 
O. 9, R. 13 Ctvt7 P. C. made after 5 years when 
released—Munsif granted application^Held 
application barred by time and proceed^ 
ings irregular and order without jurisdiction — 
Civil P. C. (5 of 1908). 5. 115 and O. 9. P. 13. 

An cx decree was passed in 1909 when 

tho defendant was in jail. An application to set 
aside the decree was made in 1913 when the 
defendant was released from the jail. The 
Munsif without considering whether the applica¬ 
tion was barred by limitation granted it on the 
ground that the defendant being in jail at the 
time of the bearing of the suit had been prevent¬ 
ed from attending the Court and defending it 
pronerly : 

Meld, tba*: the proceedings of the Munsif were 
irregular and without jurisdiction. 

That the Munsif ought to have considered 
whether tho application before him, treated as 
an application under Order IX, Rule 13, of the 
Civil Procedure Cnde, had been made within 
time, or if he treated the application as one for 
review of judgment, he should have considered 
whether the applicant had established sufficient 
cau-?e,for.notj apolving till after five years h\l ex¬ 
pired since the passing of the*deoree. [P.241,C.l.) 

Pearly Lnl Bane^ji —for Applicant. 

Girihari Lai Aqarxvala—iox Opposite 

partiv. 

Judgment.—This is an applioktion for 
reviaiou of an order of the Munsi! of Btati 
Bcttiug aside a decree passed ex parte 
against the respondent and restoring the 
case to the pending file. It appears that 
the ex parte decree against the rr^soondent 
was piSBod as long ag? as 1909 when 
the respondent was in jail. Two applica¬ 
tions to set aside the decree were present¬ 
ed by hia wife acting on a power*o(« 
attorney from her husbtnd. Beth appli¬ 
cations were rejected. The respondent was 
released from jail iu September 1913, and 
on March tho 18bh, 1914, ha presented a 
third applioitiou, which has resulted in the 
order against which this application for 
revision is dirootod. It is quite clear that 
as an application to sot aside a decree 
passed (M* parte it was barred by limitation 
under Article 164, Schedule I, to the 
Limitation Act. Possibly, however, it 
migiit have been treated asaa application 
by the respondent for review of julgment. 
In that case it was pnma fa:ie barred by 
liuiitRiou; but it was open to the Oourt 
to hold tha'i tho respondent had establish¬ 
ed aufficienti oiuse for nob preferring the 
application sooner. The Muusif did not 
oousidor whether the applioitiou was 
barred by limitation ; but b e sot aside the 
dooreo on the ground that the respondent 
being iu jail at the time of the hearing ol 
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the suit had been prevented from afcfeending 
fahe Ooarb and defending the suit properly. 
After Easing this he added : Therefore 
for the ends of justice I am of opinion that 
the ex parte decree should be set aside 
and the defendant be given an opportunity 
of defending the suit.*’ It appears to us 
that the proceedings of the Munsif were 
irregular and possibly also without jurisdic¬ 
tion. He ought to have considered whe¬ 
ther the application before him treated as 
an application under Order IX, Rule 13, of 
the Civil Procedure Godcy had been made 
within time, or if he treated the applica¬ 
tion as one for review of judgment he 
should have considered whether the appli¬ 
cant had established sufficient cause for 
not applying till March 1914, He took 
neither of these courses and he assumed 
that he had jurisdiction to set aside a 
decree five years after it was passed* simply 
because in bis opinion the applicant bad 
not had a fair chance of defending the suit. 
If he had taken up the question of limita¬ 
tion and decided it wrongly we could not 
have interfered. But he did not apply 
his mind to the case which he had to 
decide. As it is, it seems to us impossible 
to allow his order to stand. We set 
aside the order and direct that the 
Munsif do take up the application of the 
respondent and dispose of it according to 
law. Costs of this application will be costs 
in the cause. 

Order set aside. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 241 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Makhdum Bakhsh and offiers—Defen¬ 
dants—Applicants 

V. 

Shaukat Ali — Plaintiff — Opposite 
party. 

Civil Bevn. Petn. No. 34 of 1915, de¬ 
cided on 20th May 1915, from the order 
of the Sm. Cause Court J., Allahabad. 

Negotiable Instruments Act (26 of 1881) Ss. 13 
and 87—Sutf on promissory note—Plea of 
alteration—Held promissory note not being pay¬ 
able to plaintiff or order was not negotiable ins¬ 
trument within S. 87 — Injustice not caused by 
court's not deciding point of alteration so no 
revision lies—Civil P.C, (5 of 1908), S. 115. 

In a suit on a promissory-note one of the 
defences was that the docament had been 
materially altered and as such co'ild not he t(he 

19U-A. 31 


basis of a suit. The Small Cause Court Judge 
did not record any definite finding as to the 
note being materially altered and decreed the 
plaintifi’s suit on the ground that even if the 
note was executed on the date alleged, the suit 
was within time by reason of the payment of 
interest within time : 

Heldf that as the promissory note was not 
payable to the plaintiff or his order, it was not a 
negotiable instrument within the meaning of 
Section 87 of the Negotiable Instruments Act 
and justice having been done between the 
parties, it was not proper for the High Court to 
interfere in revision and remand the case for a 
finding asito material alteration. [P. 242, C. 2.] 

Parmeshwor Dayal —for Applioanfes. 

Satya Chandra Mukerji —for Opposite 
Party. 

Judgmeat.—This was a suit before the 
Court of Small Causes at Allahabad. The 
claim was on a promissory note which, as 
brought into Court, purported to ba dated 
November the 28feh, 1911. The defendants 
alleged that the real date was the 28bh of 
November 1910 and that the last figure of 
the year had been dishonestly altered in 
order to bring the suit within limitation. 
They also pleaded payment in full. The 
learned Judge of the Court below observed 
that from the appearance of the paper it 
did seem as if the last figure of the data at 
the foot of the pro-note in suit had been 
originally written as a cipher and changed 
to the figure 1. He came to no finding as 
to whether this had been done dishonestly, 
or indeed as to whether it had been done 
after the execution of the note or as to 
the date on which the note was actually 
executed. He held it proved that there 
had been a payment on account of interest 
made one year subsequent to the execu¬ 
tion of the note* so that the suit was with¬ 
in time whether the pro-note in question 
was in fact executed on November the 
28th, 1910, or 1911. He found against 

the defendants that no payment was proved 
over and above the one payment of Rs. 17 
already referred to. Upon these findings 
he decreed the plaintiff’s claim. 

The defendants have brought the matter 
before this Court in revision. They con¬ 
tend that the pro-note in suit, having been 
materially altered, is void as against them 
and no suit is maintainable in reapeob of 
the same. 

The real question is whether I ought to 
set aside the decree passed by the Court 
below and remand the case for enquiry as 
to whether there has or has not been any 


242 Allahabad 


Badan V. MimABi Lal 


material alteration in the terms of the pro- 
note in suit since its execution. If the 
point was one clearly covered by Statute 
Law, I should feel it my duty to inter¬ 
fere ; but the provisions of Section 87 of 
the Negotiable Instruments Act (XXVI of 
1881) are expressly limited to negotiable 
instruments" as defined in Section 13 
of the same Act. The pronote in suit 
was not payable to the plaintiff or his 
order, and was, therefore, not a nego¬ 
tiable instrument.'* It has been contend¬ 
ed before me that the principle embodied 
in Section 87 of the Negotiable Instru¬ 
ments Act has been applied, on the 
authority of English oases and on princi¬ 
ples of justice, equity and good conscience, 
to moitgage-deede, simple bonds and other 
documents which are not negotiable instru* 
ments. The authorities in this Court on 
the point seems to be Ganga Bam v. 
Ohandan Singh (Ij and Mangal Sen v. 
Shankar Sahai (2). I do not think the 
point so clear as to justify luy interference 
m revieion in a case in which, on the 
findings of fact recorded by the Court 
below, justice has been done between the 
parties. I dismiss this application. 

_ Appeal dismissed. 

(1) [1882] 4 All. 62. ' ' 

(2) [1893] 15 All. 580=1903 A.W.N. 122. 


•Deere 
of 191 

from 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 242 

CllAiMIEU AND riCtlOTT, JJ. 

Judgment-debtor—Appellant 

V. 

Murari Lal and another- 
holders—Respondents. 

Ex. Second Appeal No. 493 
decided on 8th March 1915, 
decree of the Diet. J.. Meerut. 

Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 101 

Acqutfttton by mortgagor by inheritance inten. 

of prtor mortgagee—Prior mortgage is exit 
guiahed. 

Where a mortgagor inherits the interest of t 
mortgagee under a prior mortgage the pri 
mortgage is extinguished, and the mortgag 
cannot sot it up against a subsequout mortgagt 
Acquisitions by a mortgagor enure as a ru 
for the benoBt of his mortgagee, thereby inorei 

lug the value of his security IP r 

V. Mendel, (m^)'27 Ch. D. 246- SC I T O' 
approved of. 

Nihal Chand—loi Appellant 

Suremh 

Nath Sen for Respondents. 

j I • incnt. The question for deoisio 
m this appeal is whether the respondon 
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are entitled, as held by the lower Appel¬ 
late Court, in execution of a decree on a 
mortgage to bring the property to sale 
free from a prior mortgage. The appellant 
mortgaged the property first to Umrao 
Singh and afterwards to Bhup Singh. 
Umrao Singh sued on hia mortgage without 
impleading Bhup Singh and obtained a 
decree for sale, which he transferred to 
the appellant’s brother Bahai, Bhup 
Singh transferred bis mortgage to 
the respondents, who obtained a decree 
for sale subject to the prior mort¬ 
gage. Babal died leaving the appellant as 
his sole heir. The respondents have now 
applied for execution of their decree, and 
they claim to be entitled to bring the 
property to sale free from the prior mort¬ 
gage, on the ground that, when Bahai di^ 
and the benefit of the prior mortgage 
passed to the appellant, that mortgage 
merged in the appellant's proprietary right 
and was extinguished. The appellant on 
the other band contends that no merger 
took place. The first Court held with the 
appellant, but the lower Appellate Court 
accepted the contention of the respondents. 
Hence this appeal. 

Section 101 of the Transfer of Property 
Act was referred to in the course of the 
arguments, but that section appears to 
apply only to the converse case of 
the owner of an enoumbranoe be- 
comiug the absolute owner of the pro¬ 
perty, though it is not easy to see why 
the words " is or '* were inserted in the 
section. There being no legislative pro¬ 
vision on the question for decision, the 
case must be decided according to broad 
principles of equity and good conscience, 
with such assistanoo as may be afforded by 
reported decisions of the Courts. We have 
not been referred to any case that is pre¬ 
cisely in point, but there are several oases 
which bear more or less closely on the 
point now before us. The question whether 
an enoumbranoe acquired or paid off by 
the absolute owner of the property is to 
be considered extinguished or kept alive 
for his benefit is, according to a long line 
of authorities, generally one of intention. 
In the ease of Thorne v. Cann (1), Lord 
Maonaghton said: “Nothing, I think, is 
better settled than tliis, that when the 
owner of an estate pays charges on the 
^ta^te which bo is not personally liable to 

(1) (1895) A. C, 11=64 L, J, Ch. 1 = U R. 67= 
71 I..T- 852. 
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pay» the quesbion whether those charges 
are to be considered as estinguished or as 
kept alive for hie benefit is simply a ques¬ 
tion of intention. You may find the inten¬ 
tion in the deed or you may find it in the 
circumstances attending the transactioui or 
you may presume an intention from con¬ 
sidering whether it is or is not for his 
benefit that the charge should be kept on 
foot.’* The decision in Johnson v. 
Wehst^ (2) shows that the rule is the 
same where the owner of an estate inherits 
a charge thereon. In the absence of ex¬ 
pressed intention to the contrary, it will 
be presumed that when a person claiming 
to be absolute owner of property acquires 
or pays ofi a mortgage thereon, and there 
is no subsequent encumbrance, he intends 
to extinguish the mortgage, but, where 
there is an encumbrance intermediate bet¬ 
ween the mortgage paid off or acquired and 
the ownership of the property, the pre¬ 
sumption is the other way [Sea Johnson 
V. Webster (2), Mohesh Lai v, Mohant 
Bawan Das (3), Adams v. Anjell (4) and 
Gohaldas Gopaldas v. Puranmal Prem- 
sukhdas (5)]. It would be very much to 
the advantage of the appellant to keep the 
first mortgage alive, and in various ways 
which need nob be detailed he has shown 
that he wishes to keep it alive. The ques¬ 
tion is whether the rule stated above, 
which is founded on the clearest equity 
and has, as we have shown, been applied 
by their Lordships of the Privy Council bo 
Indian cases, applies to the case before us 
in which both mortgages were made by 
the owner of the property, who however 
wishes ta hold one up against the other. 
In England and also in India it has been 
held that if the owner of an estate creates 
and pays off a mortgage, the mortgage 
merges in the owner’s estate, and that an 
owner who has paid off a prior enoumb- 
ranoe cannot set it up against his own 


(2) (1854) 4 De G. M. & G. 474= 3 Eq. R. 99= 
24L. J. Ch. 300-1 Jur. (n. s.) 145 = 3 W.R. 
84 = 2 Sm. & G. 136 = 43 E. R. 592 = 24 L.T. (o.s.) 
178=102 R. R. 225. 

(3) (1882-83) 10 I.A 62 = 9 Oal. 931= 13 C.L.R. 
221-4 Sar. P. C. J.424. (P.C.) 

(4) (1877) 25 W.R. 139, afa-m3l=i5 Ch. D, 
634*46 A. J. Oh. 352 = 36 L. T. 331. 

(5) (1881) local. 1033=11 I. A. 126*1 S« , 

P.C. J. 543 (P. C). 


mortgage [See Otter v. Vaux (6), the 
dictum of Chitty, J., in Platt v. Mendel 

(7) and Bhaju Chaudhri v. Chuni Lai 

(8) ]. Like the general rule, this exception 
to it seems to us to be founded on the 
plainest equity. Does the fact that the 
appellant inherited the prior mortgage 
furnish any ground for distinguishing the 
present case from the oases last referred 
to? We think not. Indeed we are inclined 
to think that the fact that the appellant 
acquired the rights of the prior mortgagee 
without having to pay for them, makes 
the case somewhat stronger against him 
than it would have been if he bad paid for 
them. It seems to us that it would be in¬ 
equitable to allow the appellant to set up 
a mortgage which he himself created, but 
on which he has had to pay nothing, 
against a subsequent mortgage which he 
undertook personally to discharge. Ac¬ 
quisitions by a mortgagor enure as a rule 
for the benefit of his mortgagee, thereby 
increasing the value of his security, see 
Raja Kishen Datt v. Raja Muntaz Ali 
Khan (9) aai Ajudhi^ Prasad v. Man 
Singh (10). On the whole we are of 
opinion that the decision of the lower 
Appellate Court is correct. To avoid 
misapprehension wo miby add that 
it has not been shown that the appel¬ 
lant’s brother left any debts, Tna prior 
mortgage would, of course, be liable 
in the hands of the appellants for the 
debts of his brother. There could be no 
question of merger to the prejudice of the 
brother’s creditors. 

The appeal is dismissed with costs. 


Appeal dismissed* 


(6) (1856) 2 K. & J. 630. a,ffirmed = 43 E. R. 
1831 = 106 R. R. 235 = 6 D3. G. M. & (.}. 038 = 26 
L.J. Ch. 128 = 3 jar. (n. s.) 169 = 5 W. R. 188. 

(7) (1834) 27 Ch. D. 246*54 C. J. Ch. 1145 = 
51 L. T. 424=32 W. R. 915. 

(8) (1907) 11 C. W. N. 28» = 5 C. L, T. 95. 

(9) (1880) 5 Cal. 198 = 5 C.L.R. 213=6 I. A. 145 
= 4 Sar. P.C.J. 17 = 7 Suth. P.C. J. 637 = Ra&que 
& JasksoQ’s P. C. No. 58=3 lod. Jar. 426 = 3 
Sbocne L. R. 1 (P. C.) 

(10) (1903) 25 AU. 46=^502) A W. N. 176. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Mdkhdoom Bakhsh Shah and others — 
Defendants—Appellants 

V. 

Hashim AH —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 538 of 1914, deoid" 
ed on 22nd April 1915, from the decision 
of the Diat. J., Azamgarh, dated 3rd Febru¬ 
ary 1914, 

Specific Relief Act (1 of 1877), S. 9— Difference 
between suit under S, 9 and suit on potseasory 
title against trespasser is that defence of title 
can be taken in the latter and on failure plain¬ 
tiff entitled to decree^ 

A suit in ejectment on the basis of possessory 
title is maintainable against any person who 
cannot show title in himself, apart altogether 
from the provisions of Section 9 of the Specihe 
Relief Act. The difference is that in a suit under 
the Specific Relief Act, the defendant will not be 
allowed to plead or to prove title iu himself: 
whereas in a suit upon possessory title brought 
independently of the provisions of the Specific 
Relief Act, or even after the period of limitation 
prescribed for a suit under Section 9 of that Act 
has expired, the defendant will be allowed to plead 
his title and to prove it, if he wants to do so. If he 
fails to do so. the plaintifl can get a decree, even 
though he has boen able to prove nothing more 
than possession by himself ot the property in suit 
up to the dale of his wrongful ejectment by the 
defendants. Case law Ref. [P. 245, C. 1 & 2.] 

Shafuu-Zaman —for Appellants. 

S, M, Suleman —for Respondent. 

Judgment.—This is one of those second 
appeals in which the only real difficulty is 
to ascertain with certainty what facts the 
lower Appellate Oeurb intended to find, or 
must be taken to have found. The suit 
was one for recovery of possession over a 
certain plot of land and a tree situated 
thereon. If I rightly understand the 
pleadings there never was any question of 
title, strictly so called, in issue between 
the parties. The laud in question is situat¬ 
ed in the abadit or inhabited site, of an 
agricultural village, and the proprietors of 
the soil are no doubt the zamindars of the 
village. The plaintiff alleged that he had 
been for many years in actual possession 
and oooupition of the land in suit, having 
erected a thatched hut thereon and possess¬ 
ing the rest of the land, not actually 
covered by the suit, as a courtyard apper¬ 
taining to the same. He further alleged 
thatf during bis absence from the village, 
the defendants, without any sort of right 
or title, had demolished the hut which 
belonged to bin and taken possession of 


the land and of the tree* erecting a shed 
of their own on some portion of the land. 
The defendants* reply was that the plain¬ 
tiff had never been in possession, that they 
had never dispossessed him, but that on 
the contrary they themselves had been in 
possession and ooonpation of the land for 
many years. The first Court found that 
the plaintiff had failed to prove any title 
to the land in himself, and, upon this 
finding alone, dismissed the suit. One of 
the grounds expressly taken by the plain¬ 
tiff when he appealed to the Court of the 
District Judge was that he was entitled to 
a decree on proof of the fact of bis poesea- 
sion. At the hearing of the appeal by the 
Distriot Judge, a question of procedure 
arose which has to some extent complicated 
the case. The defendants themselves in 
the Court of first instance had pleaded that 
the land in suit had, many years previous¬ 
ly, been occupied by the residential house 
of a tenant named Reoti. They alleged 
that the said Reoti had died many years 
prior to the institution of the suit, leaving 
no heir, and that they had themselves 
occupied the silie ever since the time of 
Reoti's death. In connection with this 
plea the plaintiff produced in the Court 
of first instance a mortgage-deed in his 
favour purporting to be executed by this 
Reoti Kahar, The learned Munsif seemed 
to have thought that the production of 
this document could not help the plaintiff's 
case, because there was nothing in his 
plaint to indicate that he claimed posses* 
sion of the land in suit on the strength of 
any title as a mortgagee. He also held 
that the document had not been sufficient¬ 
ly proved by the evidence of the scribe, 
Utbam Lai. The learned Distriot Judge 
has not clearly stated that he held this 
document to be proved ; but there is a pass¬ 
age in his judgment which shows that he 
regarded it as evidence of the fact of the 
plaintiff's possesdion. The document is un¬ 
registered, and the transaction was one of 
usufructuary mortgage for a sum of less 
than Rs. 100 so that it could have been 
effected at the date iu question without 
execution of any dooumant. Under tha oir- 
oumstauods the learned D.strict Judge was 
entitled to boll it proved, and he seems to 
h(we ao held, that Raoti, who was admitted 
before him to hwe been the former occu¬ 
pier of the laud in suit, h^l transferred, or 
pirpDrtid to transfer, whatever rights of 
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oooupabion he poBsessed to the plaintiff by 
way of usufructuary mortgage. What the 
learned District Judge has, in my opinion, 
undoubtedly found is that, on the evidence 
as a whole the fact of the plaintiiS's being 
in possession, and of his wrongful dis- 
poBsesaion by the defendants at or about 
the date alleged in the plaint, is satis¬ 
factorily proved. On this finding he has 
decreed the plaintiff’s suit. The content 
tions before me in second appeal are 
substantially three. One is to the effect 
that there has been no clear finding by 
the lower Appellate Court on the fact of 
the plaintiff’s possession and with regard 
to bis dispossession by the defendants. 
This plea is to my mind concluded by a 
perusal of tbe judgmeut of the lower 
Appellate Court. The second point taken 
is that the unregistered mortgage by Reoti 
in favour of the plaintiff was not legally 
proved. 1 think, under the oircumetances 
of the case, there was evidence on the 
record upon which the lower Appellate 
Court was entitled to come to the finding 
which I have already set forth. The third 
point taken is that the lower Appellate 
Court made an entirely new case for the 
plaintiff. This has been argued before me 
on the assumption that the learned 
District Judge must be taken to have 
decreed the plaintiff's claim as a claim 
for recovery of possession under Section 9 
of the Specific Relief Act. There is 
authority for the proposition that a suit 

for recovery of possession based upon title 

should not be allowed to be converted 
into one under Section 9 of the Specific 
Relief Act. I do not think, however, that 
the learned District Judge has offended 
against this principle. The argument 
addressed to me on behalf of the defen- 
dants-appellants overlooks the fact that 
there can be a suit in ejectment on the 
basis of possessory title, maintainable 
against any person who cannot show title 
in himself^ apart altogether from the 
provisions of Section 9 of the Specific 
Relief Aot. Tbe differenoe is that* in a 
suit under the Specific Relief Act, the 
defendant will not be allowed to plead or 
to prove title in himself; whereas in a suit 
upon possessory title brought indepeU' 
dently of the provisions of tbe Specific 
Relief'Act, or even after the period of 
limitation prescribed for a suit under 
Section 9 of that Act has expired, the 
defendant will be allowed to plead hia 


title, and to prove it if he wants to do so.! 
If he fails to do so, the plaintiff can get a 
decree, even though be has been able to 
prove nothing more than possession by 
himself of the property in suit up to the 
date of his wrongful ejectment by the 
defendants. Authority for these proposi¬ 
tions may be found in Pemraj Bhavaniram 
V. Narayan Shivaram Khisti (1), Wali 
Ahmad Khan v. Ajudhia Kandu (2), 
Gobind Prasad v. Mohan Lai (3) and 
Ismail Ariff v. Mahmied Ghous (4). As 
I have already pointed out, the present 
suit is one in which title, other than what 
may be called possessory title, was not 
set up by, and was not in fact vested in, 
either of the parties, I do nob think that 
tbe decision of the learned District Judge 
is open to objection upon any of the 
grounds taken. I dismiss this appeal with 
costs. 


Appeal dismissed. 
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CHamier and Piggott, J. 

Emperor —Applicant 

V. 

Gangua —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Ravn, Patn. No. 113 of 1915, 
decided on 11th March 1915, from an 
order of acquittal of the S. J., Main- 
puri. 

Criminal P,C. (5 of 1898), S. 339— ProsecU‘ 
tion of person forfeiting pardon under specific 
charge cannot he directed by Sessions Judge — 
He can only invite District Magistrate’s atten^ 
tion—Plea of pardon can be raised before 
Sessions Judge, 

In a case of dacoity one of tbe accused G was 
given a conditional pardon. The Sessions Judge, 
being of opinion that be had not spoken the 
truth, directed his prosecution under Section 397 
of the Penal Code. G pleaded pardon before the 
Sessions Judge, but not before the Magistrate : 

Held, that the Sessions Judge bad no autho¬ 
rity to direct the prosecution of G on any specific 
charge and that if ho came to the conclusion 
that the approver had wilfully concealed .any 
thing essential or given evidence on any point 
which was positively false, he was entitled to re- 
cord an opinion to that effect and to invite the 
attention of the District Magistrate to his 
opinion or possibly to suggest the propriety of his 
prosecution, Case-law Ref. 

//cW, further, that G was entitled to plead 
pardon before the Sessions Judge, although he 
had not done so before the Committing Magis¬ 
trate. IP, 246, C. 2.] 


Gmpbbob V. 6angt^a 


1^46 AtlabalMid 

R, Malcomson —for the Grown. 

Judgment—In tbis case it; appears 
thafe one Gangua was suspected of having 
taken part in a serious daooity, committed 
at a village called Manpore in the Etawah 
district on the 23rd of October 1913. He 
made a confession before a Magistrate and 
received a conditional promise of pardon. 
He was produced before the Sessions Judge 
as a witness against Abadua and others 
(Sessions Trial No. 8 of 1914, Etawah 
Sessions). The learned Sessions Judge 
who tried that case came to the conclusion 
that Gangua had not given true evidence. 
We have examined the judgment in that 
case, and in some points we find it a little 
difficult to follow the reasoning of the 
learned Sessions Judge. Apparently, 
however, he was of opinion that Gangua 
had in any case, whether he was actually 
concerned in the 'dacoity or not, made 
false atatemeots regarding a certain pair of 
earrings produced as one of the Exhibits 
in the case. He concluded his order, after 
directing the acquittal of the accused 
persons then before him, with the follow¬ 
ing words:—“The approver has not 
spoken the truth and he will, therefore, 
forfeit his pardon. The confession made 
by him may be sufficient for his own con¬ 
viction on the original charge of dacoity, 
though it is valueless without corrobora¬ 
tion as against his associates. I direct the 
prosecution of Gangua on a charge under 
Section 397.*' In accordance with this 
order proceedings were taken against 
Gangua and he was committed for trial. 
In the Committing Magistrate’s Court 
Gangua did not plead the pardon, and it 
was apparently taken for granted that the 
Sessions Judge’s order of May26bh, 1914, 
quoted above, was conclusive on this point. 
When Gangua was placed on his trial be- 
fore the successor of the learned Sessions 
Judge who had passed the order of May 
26th, 1914, he did plead that he had not 
broken any of the conditions on which 
pardon had been tendered him and, there¬ 
fore, had not forfeited his pardon. Upon 
this the learned Sessions Judge appears to 
have called upon the Pleader employed to 
conduct the prosecution in that particular 
case to state what evidence he relied upon 
in order to prove that Gangua had forfeit¬ 
ed his pardon. He made a note of various 
statements on this point made by the 
Pleader and thereupon passed an order, 



accepting the prisoner’s plea that he had 
not broken the conditions of his pardon, 
acquitting him and directing his immediate 
release. The record was called for by 
this Court on a perusal of the Sessions 
statements for the district of Etawah 
for the month of November 1914, and is 
before us in order that we may consider 
the propriety of the above proceedings. 

We have examined a number of reported 
cases, in which the question of the change 
in the law effected by the substitution of 
the word “forfeited” for the word “with¬ 
drawn” in Section 339 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure has been considered 
by various High Courts. We may refer to 
Emperor v. Kothia (1), Kullan v. Empe~ 
ror (2), AligiriRwami Naicken^ In re (3), 
Emperor v. Abani Bhushan Chucker- 
butty (4), We are satisfied that the 
Sessions Judge’s order of May 26bh, 1914 
was irregular and has given rise to the 
difficulties experienced by the Magistrate 
and the Sessions Judge in dealing with 
this matter. The Sessions Judge before 
whom Gangua gave evidence at the trial of 
Abadua and others had, no doubt, autho¬ 
rity to pronounce his opinion as to the 
truthfulness or otherwise of the whole or 
any part of Gangua’s evidence, anart from 
the question whether it was sufficient for 
the conviotion of any of the accused per¬ 
sons then on their trial. It he came to 
the conclusion that Gangua had wilfully 
concealed anything essential, or given 
evidence on any point which was 
positively false, ho was entitled to re¬ 
cord an opinion to ithat effect and to in¬ 
vite the attention of the District Magis¬ 
trate to his opinion, or possibly to suggest 
the propriety of Gangua’s prosecu¬ 
tion. He had no authority to direct the 
prosecution of Gangua ou any specific 
charge. When the committing Magis 
trate took up this matter it was open to 
Gangua to have pleaded his pardon in that 
Court, precisely as ho did afterwards 
before the Court of Session. If ho had 
deao so, the Mkgistrato would have been 
bound to inquire into the matter, at least 

(1) (I90ti) 30 Bom. oil =S Bom. L. R. 

4 Or. L. J. 345. 

<2) (1005 ) 2 1.0. 343 *=31 Mad, l73 =0 Cr. U J. 
571. 

(3) (1910) 5 l.C. 831-33 Mad. 5H = ll Or.L.J. 
254 

(4) (1910)8 l.C. 721=37 Cal. 845 = 11 Cr. L. 
702. 
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to the extent of satisfying himself that 
there was prima facie ground for holding 
that Gangua had forfeited his pardon, and 
to inolude in his commitment order a 
statement of the evidence on which he 
relied as establishing this fact. Probably 
the form of the order passed by the 
Sessions Judge at the trial of the case 
against Abadua and others prevented the 
committing Magistrate from looking at the 
matter from this point of view. When 
the case against Gangua came before the 
Sessions Court, Gangua was entitled to 
plead his pardon, and the Sessions Judge 
was right in recording the plea and in ask¬ 
ing the Pleader, employed to conduct the 
prosecution, what evidence he intended to 
offer in disproof of the same. Ordinarily, 
in our opinion, the proper course to have 
followed in such a case would be, first of 
all, to have put in evidence the record of 
the statement made by Gangua as a 
witness at the former trial, together, if 
necessary, with evidence as to the identity 
of the person making that statement. In 
order to form an opinion whether in the 
course of that statement Gangua had given 
false evidence, or had wilfully concealed 
anything essential, it might very possibly 
have been necessary for the learned 
Sessions Judge to have recorded evidence 
in the case, or at any rate the evidence 


called upon to inform the Sessions Judge 
what evidence there was on which he 
relied as showing that Gangua had forfeited 
his pardon, he was unable to state that 
evidence to the satisfaction of the Sessions 
Court, It would seem that this prosecu¬ 
tion ought never to have been instituted 
and would never have been instituted 
but for the Sessions Judge’s order of Mav 
26th, 1914. 

For these reasons we decline to inter¬ 
fere in this matter, and merely order that 
the record be returned. If Gangua is 
under arrest he should be at once released; 
otherwise his security is hereby discharged. 

Record returned. 
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Chamieb and TudbaLL. JJ. 

Ram Autar tewari—Defendant—Ap¬ 
plicant 


V. 

Deolci Tewari — Plaintiff — Opposite 

party. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 21 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 11th May 1915, from an order of 
the Addl. Dist. J., Gorakhpur, dated 24bh 
October 1914. 

P. C. (5 0 / 1908). 5.115, ScKII. Cl. 15 
^Order sitting aside award is appealable hence 
no revision lies. 


particularly bearing on the question of the 
recovery of the pair of earrings already 
alluded to. In passing an order of acquit¬ 
tal without taking any evidence, and with¬ 
out any withdrawal of the prosecution by 
a Public Prosecutor properly authorized to 
withdraw the same under Section 494 of 
the Code of Criminal Procedure, the 

learned Sessions Judge adopted, in our 

opinion, an irregular procedure. At the 

same time, under the circumstances of this 

particular case, we are not disposed to 

interfere. The fact of the matter is, as 
already pointed out, that the Courts con¬ 
cerned, and we have no doubt also the 
District Magistrate, were placed in a 
difficulty by the irregular order passed by 
the Sessions Court on May 26bh, 1914. 
Apparently, in the opinion of those res¬ 
ponsible for conducting the prosecution, 
Gangua had not given false evidence, 
either in respect of this pair of earrings or 
in any other matter of importance. Con¬ 
sequently when the learned Pleader 
instructed by the District Magistrate was 


Aq order of a Court settiog aside an award on 
the ground of its invalidity on account of mis> 
conduct of the arbitrators is appealable. 28 All. 
408; and 4 A.L.J, 256 not appr. and Case Law 

[P. 248. C. 2.] 

Jang Bahadur Lal—iot Applicant. 

Ishwar Saran —for Opposite party. 

Judgment. —This application for revi¬ 
sion arises out of a suit filed in the Court 
of a Munsif. The parties agreed to refer 
the matters in difference between them 
to arbitration and an order of reference 
was made accordingly. The time for 
completing the award was extended from 
time to time up to December 2nd, 1912. 
On the case being called on on that datei 
it was found that the award had not been 
filed. The Munsif then made an order 
superseding the arbitration and fixed 
December 10th for the hearing of evidence 
On December 5th the arbitrators filed an 
award purporting to have been made on 

December 2nd, but the Munsif held that 

the award had not been made in time and 
he declined to re-call his order superseding 
the arbitration. Ultimately he tried the 
case out and dismissed it, The plaintiff 
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appealed to the District Judge, and one 
of his grounds of appeal was that the 
award had been made in time, and, there¬ 
fore, the arbitration should not have been 
superseded. The Additional Judge held 
that the Munsif was wrong in holding 
that the award had not been made within 
time merely because it had not been filed 
in Court within the time limited, and that 
he should have enquired whether it had 
been made by the arbitrators within that 
time. Accordingly ho remanded the case 
under Order XLI, Rule 23. The Munsif 
after inquiry dismissed the suit again, 
holding that the award had not been 
made within time, and also that it was 
invalid on account of misconduct by the 
arbitrators. The plaintiff appealed and 
the Additional Judge found that the 
award had been made within time, and he 
remitted an issue on the question of mis¬ 
conduct. The Munsif found on the issue 
in favour of the plaintiff. The Additional 
Judge agreed with the Munsif and passed 
a decree in accordance with the award 
which was in favour of the plaintiff. The 
defendant has applied to this Court for 
revision of the order of the Additional 
Judge, on the ground that the Munsil’s 
second order holding that the award was 
invalid on account of misconduct of the 
arbitrators could not be interfered with 
by the Additional Judge. No appeal lits 
against the order of a Court uuder para¬ 
graph 15 of tho 2nd Sohodulo to tlio Code 
of Civil PfOceUuro setting aside an award, 
and it is contended that the order cannot 
be challenged in appeal against tho decree 
in the suit, bocanso oven if it is erroneous 
it docs not alVeot tho decision of tho case 
within the moaning of Section 105 of the 
Code. Tho applicant relios upon the 
decisions of this Court in Gaiiga Prasad 
V. Kura (1) and Kahjau Das v. Piary Dal 
(2). In the latter case Aikman, .1., 
merely followed the former which was 
a decision by two Judges. Tho learned 
Judges who decided the former case 
profess to follow tho decision of 
Banorjee, J., in Shyama Charan Pra- 
manik v. Prolhad Dtirwan (3), hut an 

examination of tho judgment of Hanor- 
jeo, J., shows that ho was of opinion 


that an Appellate Court was entitled in an 
appeal against a decree to interfere with 
the order of the Court of first instance 
setting aside an award. He held that a 
second appeal lay against the decision of 
the Appellate Court and he sent the case 
back in order that certain evidence might 
be taken. The judgment of Banerjee, J., 
seems to us to give no support whatever to 
the view taken in Oanga Prasad v. Kura 
(1). The decision in the last-mentioned 
case and the decision in Kalyan Das v. 
Piary Lai (2), which follows it, seem to 
stand quite alone. They are inconsistent 
with several decisions of this Court beginn¬ 
ing with the Fall Bench decision in Nanak 
Chand v. Ram Narain (4) and ending 
with the decision of Knox and Griffin, JJ., 
in Ram Jixoan v. Kawal Singh (5), with 
the decision of the Bombay High Court in 
Damodar Trimbak v. Ragkunath Hari (6) 
and with a long string of oases in the 
Madras High Court ending with Achu- 
thayya v. Thimmayya (7). It seems to us 
that an order of a Court sotting aside the 
award of an arbitrator and deciding that 
the case shall bo tried by the Court is an 
order affecting tho decision of the case 
withiio the meaning of Section 105 of the 
Code. It has been held that the words 
“affecting tho decision of the case in 
Section 105 moan “ affecting the decision 
of tho case on the merits," but even so wej 
think that the order of the Munsif settingj 
aside tho award was liable to be ohallengcd: 
in appeal against the decree. As long ago- 
as 1870 Sir R. Couch and Kemp, JJ., 
hold that such an order affected the deci¬ 
sion on tho merits, see Mothooranath 
Tewaree v. Brindabun Tewaree (8). The 
weight of authority is clearly against the 
applicant and we are of opinion also that 
tho order of the Munsif was liable to be 
challenged in appeal against tho decree. 
It is not suggested that there is any other 
ground upon which we could iu revision 
intovforo with tho order of the learned 
Additional Judge. This application is dis. 
mifsed with costs. 

Application dismissed. 



(1) [19061 28 All. -I08 = (l90i‘) A. W. N. 61 = 
3 A.L.J. 168. 

(2) [1907] I A.L.J. 236 - (1907) A.W.N, 110. 
(j) 1901J 8C.W.N. 390. 


(1) (1878) 2 All. ISl. 

(5) (1908) 5 A.L J. 6M-1908 A.W.N. 242. 
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(7) (UX)8) 31 Mad. 345 = 18 M.L.J. 228, 

(8) (1870) 14 W,U. 327, 
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doors A and B were used principally for 
Banebji and Bapique, JJ. light and air. The Courts below decreed 


Bishambhar Nath and others —Plain¬ 
tiffs—Appe Hants 

V. 

B. Jagan Nath Prasad and others — 
Defendants—Bespondents. 

Second Appeal No, 541 of 1914, de¬ 
cided on 26th May 1915, from the decision 
of the Dist. J., Cawnpore, dated 23rd 
January 1914. 

Easement Act (5 o/ 1882), S. 13, Cl. 3 {d)~~ 
Blocking of doors always remaining closed and 
not necessary there being other doors for access 
held to be no infringement-^But blocking 
of drain there being no other outlet is infringe^ 
ment. 

Where the defendants were alleged to have 
practically closed by staking bricks three doors 
appertaining to a house and to have stopped the 
flow of water through a drain which had existed 
for a number of years, and it appeared that the 
keeping open of the doors was not necessary for 
the enjoyment 6f the premises, that the doors 
used practically to be closed always, that there 
was access to the house of the plaintiffs otherwise 
than through one of these doors and that sufficient 
light and air could be obtained without the open¬ 
ing of the doors. 

Held, (1) that the plaintiffs’ claim in respect of 
the doors was rightly dismissed ; [P. 249, C. 2.] 

(2) but that as there was no other drain in the 
house of the plaintiffs and for the flow of water 
from the kitchen of the house there was no other 
outlet, the plaintiffs were entitled to use the drain 
for the flow of water from the kitchen and the 
defendants could not obstruct it. [P. 250. C. 1.] 

Ramakant Malaviya —for Appellants. 

B, E, O'Conor —for Bespondents. 

Judgment. —The facts of this case are 
these:—The father of the plaintiff-respon¬ 
dent No. 1 was the owner of an enclosure, 
on one side of which there was a temple. 
The enclosure was sold by auction in exe¬ 
cution of a decree and was purchased by 
the defendants. There was some litigation 
between the parties as regards the portion 
of the building known as the temple. In 
that litigation the defendants failed. It is 
alleged that the defendants have now 
practically closed, by staking bricks, three 
doors appertaining to the house, and have 
stopped the flow of water through a drain 
which had existed for a number of years. 
The present suit was accordingly brought 
for removal of the obstruction to the three 
doors and for restoration of the drain and 
for an injunction. It was alleged that the 
door 0, marked on the plan hied with the 
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the claim. Upon appeal this decree was 
set aside and the claim of the plaintiffs 
was dismissed in its entirety. It is con¬ 
tended on behalf of the plaintiffs-appel- 
lants that the lower Appellate Court has 
wrongly applied the provisions of Section 
13 of the Easements Act to this case. The 
learned Vakil for the appellants relies on 
clause 3 (of) of that section, which is to 
the effect that if an easement is apparent 
and continuous and necessary for enjoying 
the said subject as it was enjoyed when 
the transfer took effect, the transferee 
shall, unless a different intention is ex¬ 
pressed or necessarily implied, be entitled 
to such easement. It is urged that the 
learned Judge ought nob to have consider¬ 
ed the matter from the point of view of an 
easement of necessity, bub should have 
determined whether the doors were neces¬ 
sary for the enjoyment of the building as 
it was enjoyed before the transfer in 
favour of the defendant took effect. In 
our opinion as regards the three doors in 
question, the learned Judge has found, 
upon a consideration of all the oiroums- 
tinces, that the keeping open of the three 
doors is not necessary for the enjoyment: 
of the preniees as it was enjoyed before*' 
the sale to the defendants. He visited 
the locality and he has found that accord¬ 
ing to the statement of the plaintiffs them¬ 
selves, the doors used practically to re- 
rr\ain closed always. He further found that 
there is access to the house of the plain¬ 
tiffs otherwise than through one of these 
doors, and that in two of the rooms there 
is plenty of light and air, and sufficient 
light and air can be obtained without the 
opening of the doors. He came to the con¬ 
clusion that the existence of these doors 
was not in the least necessary either for 
egress an i ingress or for the enjoyment of 
light and air. Tne meaning of his tiuding 
clearly is that for the eoj:)yment of the 
house as it was enjoyed before the sale, 
the existence of the doors is not necessary. 
In view of this finding the claim in rospset 
of the three doors has been rightly dismiss*! 
ed. As for the drain, we do not agree witb| 
the learned Judge. He himself finds that^ 
there is no other drain in the house of. 
the plaintiffs, and that for the flow ofj 
water from the rasoi or kitchen of thel 
house there is no other outlet.. It is thus 
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clear that the maintaining of the drain is 
neoessary for the enjoyment of the house 
for the flow of water from the kitchen, 
and the defendants are not entitled to 
close the drain. Of course the plaintiffs 
right is a right to use the drain for. the 
flow of water from the kitchen or rasoi, 
and not for the discharge of ordinary 
Bullage water or rain water from the whole 
house. The defendants will be at liberty 
to cover up the drain# but in such a way 
as not to obstruct the flow of water as it 
has hitherto been discharged from the 
kitchen or rasoi. We accordingly vary 
the decree of the Court below to this 
extent that we direct that the drain be 
restored for the discharge of water from 
the kitchen# the defendants being at 
liberty to cover it up in such a way as not 
to obatrnot the flow of water from the 
kitchen. In other respects we aflirm the 
decree of the Court below. The parties 
will pay and receive costs in all Courts 
proportionately to failure and success, and 
the costs in this Court will include fees on 
the higher scale. 

Appeal partly allowed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 250 

Chamieh and Pu'.gott. JJ. 

Binda PrasaJ—Opposite party—Ap¬ 
pellant 

V. 

Baghubir Saraii and others —Appli¬ 
cants—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 27 of 1915, decided 
on Gtli Mw 1915, from tiro order of the 
Dist. J.» Meerut. 

Civil P.C> (5«/ IW). O. V,R, l-Prai/tT 
for opportunity to (>roiluce cvidcncf xvhirh 
might change view takcti by Judge is not su ffi¬ 
cient ground. 

All application for roviow was made on tUo 
sole ground that if tho Court allowed the ap- 
plicantti another opportunity of producing ovi- 
deuco, they might persuade tho Judge that tho 
view takon by him ou tho previous occasion was 


tioQ (3)» of the Pro7inoial Insolvency Act, 
against an order of the District Judge of 
Meerut, allowing an application presented 
by the respondents for review of a previous 
order, whereby the appellant’s half-share 
in a brick kiln bad been released from 
attachment and declared not to be avail¬ 
able as assets for the payment of the debts 
of one Abdul Haq, who had been declared 
an insolvent. On June 27bb, 1914, Abdul 
Haq applied to be declared an insolvent 
and named eleven creditors, among whom 
were the two respondents, Baghubir Saran 
and Badr-ud din. On August 27th, he 
was adjudicated an insolvent and on Sep¬ 
tember 24th, the Deputy Nazir of the 
Court was appointed Receiver. The 
Receiver attached or took possession of 
the brick-kiln, whereupon the appellant 
objected# saying that the brick-kiln was 
his property. He explained that it had 
been the property of himself and his 
partner Abdul Haq, and that Abdul 
Haq had on March 26th# 1914, 

transferred to him his half-share in the 
brick-kiln for valuable consideration. 
Thereupon the District Judge directed 
that the sale of the brick-kiln which had 
been ordered should bo postponed. The 
appellant had brought a suit in the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge’s Court for a declaration of 
his title as owner of the brick-kiln against 
Ram Cbander and the insolvent. The 
District Judge accepted the appellant’s 
admitted half-share in the brick-kiln as 
sutVioient security for any loss which might 
result from the postponement of the sale 
and thereupon tho resiondonts, Raghubir 
Saran and Badr-nd-din, presented a peti¬ 
tion objecting to tho acooptanoe of Binda 
Prasad’s half-share as security and alleging 
tliut tho transfer of the ir.solvents half- 
share fo him was voidable and should be set 
aside under Sections 36 and 37 of the In¬ 
solvency Act. January 19bh was fixed for 
bearing and ultimately tho case was taken 
up on tho 21a^, when the District Judge 
rojootod the petiti^^n of Raghubir Saran 
and BAdr-vui-diu and released tho whole of 
tho brick-kiln from attachment, finding 



erroueous : 

Held, that this was not a sufficient ground <or 
review under Order XI.VII, Rule 1, of tho Civil 
I’rocodiiro Code. (l\ .151. C. 1.] 

Harondra Krishna Mnkerji and A, H. 
C. Haniilton —for Appellant, 

Sital Prasad Ghosh —for Hospondonts. 

Judga lent.—This is an appeal by leave 
of the (^ourt under Section 4lJ, Sub-Seo- 


that tho sale by tho insolvent of his half- 
share in tho brick-kiln to Binda Prasf^ 
was valid and could not ho set aside. Six 
days later Baghubir Saran and Badr-ud-din 
presoutod a petition to tho Oistriot Judge 
for roviow of the ordor just mentioned. 
Notice was issued and the District Judge 
on February lOtii, 1915, granted the appll 
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oation for review, eet aside his order of 
January 21st and hsed.a date for the fur* 
ther hearing of the case» noting that the 
parties should produce evidence regarding 
the good faith of the transaction which 
had been impugned. The District Judge 
ordered the re-attachment of the brick¬ 
kiln and directed the Receiver to s.ll the 
bricks as soon as possible and deposit the 
proceeds in Court. It is against this order 
that the present appeal was died. On the 
application of the appellant the sale of 
the bricks was postponed pending the dis¬ 
posal of this appeal. 

On behalf of the appellant it is contend¬ 
ed that the respondents, Raghubir Saran 
and Badr-ud-din, showed no sufficient 
cause for a review of the order of January 
21st, 1915. It was not suggested in their 
petition, and it is not suggested now, that 
they discovered any new and important 
matter or evidence which was not within 
their knowledge or could not have been 
produced by them before the order of 
January 2l8t was passed. Nor was it 
suggested that there was any mistake or 
error apparent on the face of the record, 

! When the respondent’s learned Pleader 
was asked by this Court to state the 
ground on which the application for review 
was based, he said that a review had been 
asked for *'for other sufficient reason" 
within the meaning of Order XLVII, Rule 
1 of the Civil Procedure Code. From the 
application it appears to us that the ground 
for review if there was a ground at all, was 
that if the District Judge allowed the 
applicants another opportunity of produc¬ 
ing evidence they might persuade him that 
the view taken by him on January 2l8b 
was erroneous. The District Judge in 
granting the application for review and 
setting aside his previous order does not 
say that he is satished that his previous 
order was wrong, and does not in any way 
indicate his reason for allowing the ap¬ 
plication beyond this, that he thought that 
there was a case for further inquiry. It 
seems to us that no sufficient ground was 
made out for a review of the previous 
order. An attempt was made on behalf of 
the respondents to show that the question 
of the validity of the transfer of half of 
the brick-kiln was not considered by the 
District Judge before passing his first 
order; but an examination of the order 
shows that the District Judge did apply 
his mind to that very question. He re- 


. A. Shail 

fers at the beginning of his order to the 
application of November 19th, 1914, and 
says that the question is whether the 
transfer to Binda Prasad should be can' 
celled under Section 36 of the Insolvency 
Act. It is, therefore, quite clear that the 
question was before the Court and was 
decided upon such materials as were avail¬ 
able. Under the oiroumstances we do not 
think that the application for review 
should have been allowed. We, there¬ 
fore, allow the appeal and Sdt aside the 
order of the District Judge dated Feb¬ 
ruary lObh, 1915, with costs. It appears 
to us that the appeal has been overvalued. 
We fix the Vakil’s fee in this Court at 
Rs. 50, fifty rupees, only. 

Appeal allowed, 
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RiCHAEDS, C.J., AND Banbeji, J. 

F* S, Old —Defeodant-^^ppellanb 

V. 

J. A, Shail —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 351 of 1914, decided 
on 12th Miy 1915, from the decision of 
the Disb. J,, Sharanpur, dated 2l9t 
February 1914. 

Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 106 — 
In Mtissoorie tease for "season" means lease 
till end of year» 

la the absence of evidence to the contrary a 
lease of a house at Mussoorie for the ‘season’ 
continues to the end of the year. [P. 252, C. 1.) 

Wallach —for Appellant, 

Nihal Chani —for Respondent. 

Judgment .—This appeal arises out of a 
suit in which the plaintiff claims posses¬ 
sion of a house at Mussoorie, called ‘^Oak 
Bush," The Courts belo^v have given the 
plaintiff a decree. The defendant appeals. 
In the plaint the plaintiff alleges that the 
defendant was his tenant during the season 
of 1913 either from month to month or for 
the season, and that on the 14bh of Octo¬ 
ber 1913 he gave him notice to vacate the 
house on the Slst of October 1913 as the 
tenancy would expire on that date. The 
snit was instituted on the 19bh of Novem¬ 
ber 1913, It is said that the defendant had 
a lease from the pUintifi’s predeoessor-in- 
title covering this very period, that this 
doeuusat could ii)t bo given in avidauaj 
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because it was unregistered ; the defend¬ 
ant is said to have another lease which 
will entitle bin to possession of the house 
from the 1st of January 1915. It seems to 
us that the defendant most be deemed to 
have'been at least a tenant for the season. 
Having regard to the way in which the 
rent is paid, it is quite clear that be was 
not a tenant frodci month to month. If the 
defendant was tenant for the “season,” he 
could only be put out at the end of the 
season of 1913, and it lay upon the plain¬ 
tiff to prove by clear evidence that the 
“season” at Mussoorie terminated on the 
Slst of October. It is quite clear that the 
plaintiff never proved that the season 
terminated on the Slst of October. We 
are not, of course, called on to decide 
questions of fact, but it seems to us that 
ohe season” would ordinarily continue to 
the end of the year, and we think that this 
oaght to be tbo assumption in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary. If the 
‘season” did not terminate before the 19th 
of November 1913, then the suit was 
premature. It is contended on behalf of 
the respondent that this ground was not 
taken in the written statement. The 
defendant pleaded that the plaintiff could 
not terminate his tenancy at tlie time he 
alleged and, in our opinion, this clearly 
oast the onus on the plaintiff of proving 
such facts us entitled him to possession of 
the house on tlje date on which the suit 
was brought. We allow the appeal, set 
asido the doorcos of botli the Courts below 
and dismiss the plaintiff's suit with costs 
in all Courts. Costs in this Court will 
include foes on the higlier scale. 

Appeal alloioed. 
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CHAMIEU and PlGDOTl'^ JJ. 

Urnrao Kanwar anl another —Defen¬ 
dants—Appellants 

V. 

Badri — Plaintiff—Resiiondont, 

First Appeal No. 23 of 1915, decided 
on 2l9t April 1915, from an order of the 
Dijb. J., Moorut. 

Hindu Law—P^-vet-sioncr innnot sm for 
declaration that widow's will not bindina^Wtll 

iS not alienation. 

• a revorsioner for a doilaratiou that 

a Will oxecutod by a Hindu widow iu rjspoct of 


her husband’s proporiy is void and not binding 
upon him, is not maintainable, as there is no 
aUenatloD by the widow. Case Law Ref. 

[P. 252, 0. 2 & P. 253 C. 1.] 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Appellants. 

S. M, Sulaiman —for Respondent. 

Judgment.—This was a suit by a 
plaintiff claiming to be the next revorsion¬ 
er under the Hindu Law to the estate of 
one Dewa. The said Dewa died leaving a 
widow, Urnrao Kunwar. This lady has exe¬ 
cuted a Will bequeathing the property in 
her hands as widow of Dewa to one Tika 
Earn, son of Naidar, brother of the said 
Dewa. In the Will there is a recital to the 
effect that the bequest is made in accord¬ 
ance with oral directions given by Dewa. 
The plaintiff sought a declaration that the 
Will in question is void and ineffectual as 
against his interest and that Tika Ram, 
who was impleaded as defendant No. 2, 
will acquire no rights under the said Will, 
The Court of first instance dismissed the, 
suit upon a preliminary point, holding that! 
there had been no alienation by Urnrao 
Kunwar of the property in her hands and 
that under the circumstances the mere exe¬ 
cution of a Will would not afford a suffi¬ 
cient reason for granting a declaratory 
decree. It supported itself by a quotation 
from Mulla's Principles of Hindu Law. 
The learned District Judge on appeal has 
reversed the finding on the preliminary 
point and remanded the case for trial on 
the merits. He bises bis decision upon the 
reported case of Jaxpal Kunwar v. Indar 
Bahadur Singh (1), It is obvious that in 
that case their Lordships of the Privy 
Council maintained the decision of the 
Courts in India with oonsidorablo reluc¬ 
tance and carefully guarded themselveB 
against being understood to hold that the 
execution of a Will, under such oiroums* 
tances as the present, would afford a eauee 
of action for a declaratory suit on the part 
of the nearest reversioner. It is certainly 
not the practice of this Court to encourage 
such suits, vide/?am Bhajan /vunrwirv. 
Oiircharan Kunwar (2). The learned 
District Judge, moreover, while purport¬ 
ing to follow the Privy Council ruling 
quoted by him, has really departed from 
the spirit of that ruling by interfering 
with the decision of the Court of first in¬ 
stance. We think that the learned Addi- 

(1) [I'JOt] 26 All. = I. 

•165=6 Bom. L. R. 49*^ = 14 M. L.J. 14 90 (F.C,). 

(2) (1905) 27 All. 14 = 1 A. L. j. 46S-1904 
A. W, N. 150, 
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fcional Subordinate Judge was right in re¬ 
fusing to grant the declaration sought by 
the plaintiff and gave good reason for bis 
decision. We set aside the order of the 
Court below and restore the decree of the 
Court of £rst instance dismissing the suit. 
The defendants-appellants will get their 
costs in this Court and in the lower Ap¬ 
pellate Court 

Appeal decreed. 
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CHAMIER and PlGGOTT, JJ. 
Abdul Oajfar —Defendant—Appellant 


V. 

Nur Jahan Begum —Plaintiff—Respon 

dent. 


First Appeal No. 2 of 1915, decided on 
28bh April 1915, from the order of Dist, 
J., Budaun, dated 18th November 1914. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908), Arts. 62 and 120— 
Suit by heir against other heirs for share of 
debt recovered is governed by Art. 62. 

A suit by one of the heirs of a deceased person 
to recover his share of the debt due to the de- 
ceased, which had been realized by another heir 
holding succession certificate, is governed by 
Article 62, and not Article 120 of the Limitation 
Act. [P.253, C. 21 


A. Haider —for Appellant. 

Sundar Lai —for Respondent. 

Judgment, —This is an appeal against 
an order of remand passed by the District 
Judge of Budaun. The facts are that one 
Najmuddin died in July 1901 leaving a 
widow, Zebunnissa, a brother, Hamidud- 
din, and two nephews, Abdul Gaffar and 
Zahiruddin. In March 1903 Abdul Gaffar 


obtained a succession certificate in r^^speot 
of the debts due to the deceased. Zahir¬ 
uddin died in 1906 and his rights devolved 
directly or indirectly upon the plaintiff- 
respondent, Nur Jahan Begami who in 
July 1913 brought the present suit 
against Abdul Gaffar claiming an account 
of all sums received by him as holder of 
the succession certificate and payment of 
what might be found due to her. The 
Subordinate Judge discniased the suit, 
holding that it was governed by Article 62 
of the first tiohedule to the Limitation 
Act, and was barred by that Article, 
inasmuch as it was proved that no sum 
had been received by Abdul Gaffar 
within three years of the suit. On appeal 
the District Judge held that the suit 


was governed, not by Article 62, but by 
Article 120 and remanded the suit for trial 
on the merits. 

The District Judge has relied upon the 
decision of this Court in JJmardaraz Ali 
Khan v. Wilayat Ali Khan (1). Tbe facta 
of that case do not differ in essential 
particulars from the facts of the present 
case, except that the defendant in the 
present case obtained a succession certifi¬ 
cate whereas the defendant in that case 
does not seem to have done so. The 
Court was disposed to follow the decision 
in Kundan Lai v. Bansi Dhar (2), but 
considered itself bound by the decision of 
the Privy Council in Mahomed Riasat 
Ali V. Hasin Banu (3) to hold that the 
suit was governed by Article 320. It seems 
to us that the decision of the Privy Oouu- 
oil in tbe case mentioned had no applica¬ 
tion to the facts of the case of Umardaraz 
Ali Khan v. Wilayat Ali Khan (1). The 
case before the Privy Council was one in 
which the widow of one Mosheraf Ali 
claimed the moveable and immoveable 
property of her husband from a brother 
of the deceased who had taken possession. 
Their Lordships held that the claim to 
cash and moveables was governed by 
Article 120. Article 62, which, of course, 
had no application to the claim for 
moveables, does not seem to have been 
mentioned at all. The cash in question 
had not been received from any one, but 
had been seized by the defendant upon his 
brother's death. We do not think that 
the decision of the Privy Council obliges, 
us to hold that such a case as this isi 
governed by Article 120. In the recent 
Oise of Amina Bihi v. Najmunnissa Bibi 
(4), it was held that a suit like the one 
before us was governed by Article 62. In 
hh judgment in that case Tudball, J.j 
referrirjg to the case of Umardaraz Ali 
Khan V. Wilayat Ali Khan (1), said that 
Article 62 was not mentioned at all in the 
judgment in that case, but he must have 
overlooked the last paragraph of the judg¬ 
ment at page 172 of the report, where 
Article 62 was mentioned and was held to 
be inapplicable on the strength of the deci¬ 
sion of tbe Privy Council. The decision 
in the case of Umardaraz Ali Khan v. 


(1) (1897) 19 All. 169= 1897 A.W.N. 31 

(2) U881) 3 All. 170. 


(3) (1894) 21 Cal. 157 = 20 l.A. 155 (P.C. 

(4) (1915) 37 All. 233 = 27 1.0.712 
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Wilayat Ali Khan (1) is a direofe authority 
in favour of the respondent’s oontention^ 
but for the reason already stated we think 
that the Court was wrong in supposing 
that the point was covered by the decision 
of the Privy Council. We prefer the later 
decision in the case of Aviina Bihi v. Naj- 
munnissa Bibi (4), which is supported by 
the decisions in Parsotam Bao v. Radha 
Bai (5)# Atasihuddin v.Imtiazunnissa Bibi 
(6) and Afahomed Wahih v. Afahomed 
Ameer (7). The circumstance that the 
defendant^appellant held a succession 
certificate does not appear to us to differ¬ 
entiate the case from cases in which or e of 
several heirs receives payment of a debt 
due to the deceased, though he does not 
hold a succession certitioate. 

In our opinion the Subordinate Judge 
was right in holding that the suit was barr¬ 
ed by limitation. We allow this appeal, 
set aside the order of the District Judge 
and dismiss the suit with costs throughout. 
Costs in this Court will inoludo fees on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal allowed. 

(5) (1915» 28 LC. 953. 

(6) (1915) 27 I.C. 533 = 37 All. 40. 

(7) (1906) 32 Cal. 527- 1 C.L.J. 167. 
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Banekji, J. 

Mathra Per^ihad and another —Defen¬ 
dants—Appellants 



Cheddi Lai —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 554 of 1914, decided 
on 2l8t April 1915, from the decision of 
Dist. J., Allahabad, dated 2nd April 
1914. 

Evidence Act {\0 of m'l), Ss. (38 and7%~Not 
Properly attested mortgage deed is admissilde as 
money bond. 


Wboro a morbgage-deocl is not properly attestO' 
in aocordanco with tbo provisions of Srctlon 59 o 
the Transfer of Property Act, it is not admissibl 
in evidonoo as a mortgage-deed but it is ad mi; 
sible in evidence as a simple money-bond. 11. C 
1 ; 26 Cal. 78 and 30 Mad. 251 Poll, and 18 I. ( 
311 [i\ J55. C. 2 

Umashankcr Bajpai —for Appellant?. 

G. L. Agaruxila —for R?8pondont. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
suit brought by the plaintiff-respondent t 
realise tbe amount of a bond, dated tb 
23rd of August 1910, alleged to have bae 


executed by one Rtradhan Lai in favour of 
the plaintift and his deceased father, 
Ramadhin. itamdhan L\i is dead. The 


suit was brought against tbe appellants 
who are in possession of Ramdhan Lai’s 
property under a Will. The bond on the 
face of it purported to be a mortgage bond 
and tbe suit was brought in the Court of 
first instance to enforce the mortgage. 
That Court was of opinion that the docu¬ 
ment bad not been duly attested as requir¬ 
ed by Section 59 of the Transfer of Pro¬ 
perty Act and could not be treated as a 
mortgage. For that reason alone the 
Court dismissed the suit. Tbe plaintiff 
appealed and in the Appellate Court he 
abandoned the claim for sale of the mort* 
gaged property and asked for a simple 
money decree in respect of the debt. The 
learned Judge found that the document 
had been duly executed by Ramdhan Lai 
and that be had received the amount of it 
whioh was paid in the presence of the 
Sub-Registrar. He made a money-decree 
in favour of the plaintiff, to bo recovered 
from the assets of Ramdhan 1^1 in posses¬ 
sion of the defondants-appellauts. This 
appeal has boen preferred by the defen¬ 
dants and the only contention on their 
behalf is that in view of tbe provisions of 
Seotion 68 of the Evidenoe Act tbe bond 
was not admissible in evidenoe for any 
purpose. I am unable to agree with this 
contention. As a mortgage it was un¬ 
doubtedly neoessary that the document 
should be attested by at least two witness¬ 
es and that one of those witnesses should 
be called. But it appears from tbe evi¬ 
dence of the scribe and of the witness 
Mata Gbulam that the document in ques¬ 
tion was not attested at all. On the con- 

* 

trary the scribe proved that Ramdhan Lai 
signed the document at tbe house of the 
scribe where it wfts written, and took it to 
the witnesses afterwards and got their sig¬ 
natures on it after admitting execution. 
This evidence of the scribe shows that the 
document was not attested in aonordanoo 
with the provisions of Seotion 59 of the 
Transfer of Property Act. Tlicreforo it 
could nob bo treated ns a mortgage. It is 
only in the case of a document whioh re¬ 
quired to be attested and was attested that 
under Section 68 of the Evidence Act it 
was necessary to call an attesting witness, 
as the document in this case was noi so 
attested, Section 68 h\d r.o applioafeiOD» 

and the case, in my opinion, fell within 

the purview of S jotiou 7 i of the E 'idouoe 

Act. For a simple money boaditisuot 
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neoesaary that it should be atteated by 
witnesses* As the bond in this ease was 
not so attested it was a valid dooument as 
a simple money bond and was admissible 
in evidence. This was held by a Full 
Bench of the Madras High Court in the 
case of Pulaka Veetil Mvthalakulangara 
Kunhu Moidu v. Thiruthipalli Madava 
Menon (1) and by the -Calcutta High 
Court in Tofaluddi Peada v. Makar Ali 
Shaha (2). The case of Veerappa Kavun- 
dan V, Eamasami Kavundan (3), has, 
under the oircumstanoes mentioned above, 
no application to the present case and it is 
unnecessary for mo to say whether I agree 
with the decision in that case. There can 
be no doubt that the bond in this case 
contained a personal covenant and the 
plaintiff is entitled to a money decree in 
enforcement of that covenant. The learned 
Vakil for the appellant has referred to the 
Full Bench ruling of this Court in Colleo 
tor of Mirzapur v. Bhagwan Prashad (4), 
but that case has apparently no bearing on 
the case before me. The terms of the 
dooument in that case were peculiar and it 
was held that under those terms there 
could not be a personal decree against the 
executant of the document. The appeal 
is, in my opinion, without force. 1 dismiss 
it with costs including fees on the higher 
scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 


(1) [1905 

(2) 11899 

(3) [1907 
L.T. 175. 


1 I.C. 1 = 32 Mad. 410. 

26 Cal. 78. 

30 Mad. 251 = 17'M.L.J. 213=2 


(4) [19131 18 I.C. 3U=35 All. 164. 
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Chamieb and Piggott, JJ. 

Mst. Lakhpati — Defendant — Appel¬ 
lant 


V. 

Eambodh Singh —Plaintiff — Respon¬ 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 1532 of 1913, de¬ 
cided on 24th March 1915, from the deci¬ 
sion of the Diet. J., Benares, dated 17th 
May 1913. 

(a) Hindu law — Reversioner — Widow's daugh¬ 
ter is no impediment to reversioner's suit for 
declaration of widow's alienation not being 
binding. 

The presence of a daughter is no bar to a suit 
for declaration, by a reversioner to the estate of 
a Hindu widow that an alienation made by her 
is void, Cl** 256, C. 1.] 


(b) Hindu law — Reversioner-^Consent—Attest 
tation does not import consent but it may be 
proved otherwise. 

Mere attestation of an instrument by a re¬ 
versioner does not necessarily import concur¬ 
rence by him. It may, no doubt, be shown by 
other evidence that when the reversioner became 
an attesting witness, he fully understood what 
the transaction was and that he was a conour- 
ring party to it, but from the mere subscription 
of his name that inference does not necessarilv 
arise. [P. 256, C. 1,] 

(c) Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 115—Whether 
attestation implies consent is question of fact — 
It depends upon circumstances. 13 M. I. A. 209 
(P.C.) Foil. 

The question whether the attestation of a 
document should be held to be simply assent is a 
question of fact .and must be determined with 
reference to the circumstances of each case. 2l 
LC. 367 and 5 I.C. 252 Foil. [P. 256. C. 2] 

S. C. Banerji —for Appellant. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru and S. N. Sen — 
for Respondent. 

Judgment. —The facts of this case are 
that Musammat Kulwanti, the widow of 
a separated Hindu, Jita, mortgaged her 
husband’s property to the appellant by two 
deeds of January 28bh, 1907 ; and August 
7th, 1908. At the time of these transac¬ 
tions there were living Sarju Dei, who is 
said to be a daughter of Jita, Budhai, the 
son of a deceased brother of Jita, and Ram 
Raj and Ram Bodh, sons of another de¬ 
ceased brother of Jita. The three nephews 
were the sole presumptive reversionary 
heirs of Jita. Ram Bodh was a minor 
living in union with his brother, Ram Raj, 
who joined in executing both mortgages, 
and Budhai attested both as a witness. Ram 
Bodh who is still a minor brought this suit 
in 1910 for a declaration that the mort¬ 
gages were not binding upon him. The 
Subordinate Judge held that the earlier 
mortgage was not proved to have been 
made for lawful necessity at all, and 
that the later mortgage was proved to have 
been made for lawful necessity to the 

extent of Rs. 282 out of Rs 800, but he 
held that Ram Bodh was bound by his 
elder brother’s consent to the transactions, 
and that Budbai’s conseot to them was 
proved by the fact that he attested them. 
Therefore, the whole body of male re¬ 
versioners must be taken to have consent¬ 
ed to the transactions, and the plaintiff 
was not entitled to challenge them. On 
appeal the District Judge agreed with the 
first Court as to the extent to which 
thi mortgages hid been shown to be 
supported by legal necessity, but he held 
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that the attestation of the deeds by Budhai 
did dot prove that he had consented to the 
mortgages and that the plaintiff was not 
bound by the elder brother’s consents be“ 
cause it had been neither alleged nor 
proved that he had acted for the benefit of 
the plaintiff. Both Courts below have 
held that the presence of a legitimate 
daughter of Jita, even if proved, did not 
prevent the plaintiff from maintaining the 
suit. The learned District Judge gave the 
plaintiff a declaration that the earlier deed 
was not binding upon him and that the 
later was binding only to the extent of 
Es. 282. This is a second appeal by the 
mortgagee. On the authorities it is quite 
jolear that the presence of the daughter, 
even if proved to be legitimate, is no bar 
to the maintenance of the suit by the 
plaintiff. 

It appears to us that the only difficulty 
in the case arises from the finding of the 
District Judge that the attestation of the 
deeds by jiudhai does not prove that ho 
consented to the transactions. If Budhai 
consented to them, then wo have the con¬ 
sent on the part of all the ndulo male re¬ 
versioners, and it is clear that such consent 
is suflioient to raise the presumption that 
the mortgages were made for pu’^poses 
binding upon the whole body of revorsic- 
nero. It is contended on behalf of the 
plaintiO' respondent that the finding of 
the District Judge, that Budhai is not 
proved to have consoutod to tiio mort¬ 
gages, is a tiuding of fact which Curu.'rt hj 
distuihod in second appeal, while the 
apprdlaut contends that it is not a finding 
of fact hut that the question is, what is 
the true conclusion to Ire deduced from 
the faet that l>udhai attested the execu¬ 
tion of the mortgages. In our opinion 
the finding of the learned Judge is one of 
fact which cannot no ilistuilrod in second 
appeal. In a woll-hnown luso decided as 
long ago as 1869 tlioir Lordships of the 
Privy Council said that lU'. ro attestation 
of ail instiunieub by a I'orsou did not 
□ecesFurily import concurienco Iry him. 
It might no dcuht bo sliown hy otiior 
evidence that wnen ho iio»'aine an attest 
ing witno‘-s, ho fully uiuLrstood what the 

transaeti )M was, ai d that ho w is a CvMi- 
curring jiaits to it, Init f»om the rnoro 
aubsoripl.ion of l.iB natno tli;>t, irfortuieo 
did not ni‘ccssuid\ aiise \I\aj Litlchr*' 


Dabea v. Gokool Chunder Chowdhry (1)] 
and it has been held, in several oases by 
different Courts in India, that the ques¬ 
tion whether the attestation of a document 
should be held to simply assent is a ques¬ 
tion of fact, and must be determined with 
reference to the ciroumstanoes of each case, 
see for txample Dem hiath Das v. iTotts- 
war Bhattacharya (2) and Mewa Singh v. 
Bhagwant Singh (3). 

We must, therefore, accept the finding 
that Budhai is not proved to have 
assented to the transactions in question, 
and it follows that it is not proved 
that there was such assent on the 
part of the reversionary body as to raise 
a presumption that the mortgages were 
made for purposes binding on the rever¬ 
sioners. The appeal fails and is dismissed 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

(1) (1869-70) 13M.I.A. 209 = 12 W.R. 47 = 2 
Suth. P.C.J. 275 = 2 Sar. P.C.J. 518-20 Eng. Rep. 
529 (P.C.) 

i2) (1913) 21 l.C. 367. 

(3) (1910) 5 l.C. 252. 
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CllAMIER AND PlGGOTT, JJ. 

Afz'tl Sluih —Defendant—Appellant 

v. 

^^t^hamtna^i Abdul Karim Khan — 

Pliiutiff—Rospoiidout. 

First .\ppoal No. 108 of 1914, decided 
on 5fch February 1915, from the order of 
the Addl. D. Sub-J., Aligarh, dated 15th 
April 1914. 

April Tcniincy Act (2 of 1901), S. 197—S«5- 
ontiuatc Judije to exercise iippellatc powers in 
hearing iipp^al triins/crrcd. 

Where a I'istriot Judge transfers an appeal to 
a SuborcUnato Judge the latter may oxerciso all 
the powers vested in an Appellate Court by Sec¬ 
tion 197 of the Agr i Touauoy Act. 16 All. 36S 
(F. F'.); Foil. [P. 257. C. 2J 

L. Agartvda~iov Appellant. 

Sliiifi'uzainan —for Kespondent. 

Jud^meat.—Thi^ is au appeal against 
an order of the Additional Subordinate 
Judgiof Aligarh, sotting aside a decree 
passed by the Munsif of Bulandshahr and 
remaudiug tho suit to the Muusif’s Court 
lo he disposed of aocoidiug to law. The 
Munsif had held tliat tho suit was not oog- 
ni/,iblo by a Civil Court and had on that 
ground dismissed it. The plaintiff appealed 
t) tlie District Judge, who transferred the 
a)q>oal to tlie first Additional Subordiuafeq 
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Ja^ffe for disposal. The latter officer was of 
opinion that the suit had been rightly 
instituted in the Civil Court and remanded 
the oas« to the Munstf for trial on the 
merits. In apneal to this Court it is oon- 
tendfld that the suit was not cognizable by 
the Civil Court and that the Subordinate 
Judge had no power to make the order of 
remand. It is conceded that if the order of 
remand had been made by the District 
Ttidee, the case would have been o'^vered 
by S. 197 of the Tenancy Act and no ob- 

ieotion could have been taken to the order; 
hut it is contended that the Subordinate 
Judge had no power to act under that 
section. The case i<j cov<»»’ed by the deci¬ 
sion in the case of Snhu N(ind(i'>^ Prasad 
V. ChanauviV)* On the authority of that 
ruling we must hold that the Additional 
Subordinate Judge had power to make the 
order of remand. The appeal fails and is 
dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

(1) (1804) 16 All. 363--=1894 A.W.N. 113 (F.B). 
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Richards. C. J. and BaneuJi. J. 
Bobert Williain Andercon —Defendant 
—Appellant 



Bank ofUpv^^ India Ltd .—Plaintiff 
Respondent. 

First Anpeal No. 293 of 1913, decided 
on 6‘'h Anril 1915, from the decree of the 
Suh-J., Bareillv. 

Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882'. S. 58— 
Mortgijqe of good will and stock-in-trade agreed 
not to be sold—‘Slock sold and replaced—New 
stock held not affected by mortgage. 

A certain person mortgaged tbo good-will and 
the stock-in-trade of his business. A list of the 
stock-in-trade was scheduled to the mortgage- 
deed. There was a clause in the deed that the 
stock-in-trade would not he transferred. The 
scheduled stock was, as a matter of fact, subse¬ 
quently. sold and was re-placed by another: 

Held, that the stock-in-trade which was ac¬ 
quired after the mortgage was not affected by 
the mortgage. Tapfeld v, Hillman (1843) 134 
E. K.883. Foil, and Co//man v. Cha^nberlain 
(1890) 59 L. J. Q. B. 563 Ref. [P. 259. C. 1] 

Sundar I/a/—for Appellant. 

B. E. O'Conor and P, N. Banerji—ior 


Respondent. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises onfc of 
a suit brought by the Bank of Upper India 
claiming that they might be put into pos¬ 
session of tbe chattels, goods, stock-in- 
trade, book-debts, eeouritiea and moneys 

1915—A. 33 


and the buBiness belonging to a hrm of 
merchants carrying on business under tho 
style of Burton & Co. at Bareilly, or in 
the alternative that the Bank should have 
a decree for the sum of Rs. 18,839-5-6 
against the defendants jointly and severally 
and that in default of payment the business 
should be sold for the realisation of their 
debt. 

The Court below has given the plaintiff 
Bink a decree directing the defendants to 
pay the sum of Rs. 18 839-5-6 together 
with interest and costs, and further that 
in the event of the amount in the hands of 
the Receiver (who had already been 
appointed) not being sufficient to pay the 
plairtiff's decree, the Receiver should call 
for tenders and sell the bnsiness of Messrs. 
Burton & Co. with the “good-will’*, etc,, 
as a going conoern. 

We are informed that in execution of 
this decree the business has been sold aa a 
going concern. 

The defendant Robert William Anderson 
has appealed. The Bank’s claim is. based 
on a deed, dated the lltb of August 1911, 
executed by the defendant Graham in 
favour of the Bank of Upper India. The 
document commences by reciting that the 
said Graham was indebced to tbe Bank 
and other persons and required a loan of 
R^ 11,000. Then follows a covenant to 
re-pay the Rs. 11,000 by instalments. 
There is a clause which provides “if for the 
preservation of the security hereby created 
ic be necessary for the said Bmk to make 
any advance or to incur any other charge, 
such advance or charge shall form part of 
this loan and be subject to the same 
stipulation about interest.** The docu¬ 
ment then proceeds as follows : “and this 
indenture further witneeseth that for tbe 
duo rc-payment of the money due under 
these presents and other charges as above 
specified and interest or both as above stat¬ 
ed and agreed upon, the said mortgagor doth 
hereby mortgage unto tbe said Bank, its 
executors and administrators and assigns 
all and singular the several chattels, goods, 
stock-in-trade and things specially describ¬ 
ed in the schedule hereto annexed, by 
way of security for tbe re-payment of the 
loan and interest and charges thereon as 
stipulated above. Further he, the mort¬ 
gagor, as beneficial owner doth hereby 
mortgage unto the said Bank, its executors, 
administrators or assigns all the beneficiai 
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interest of the said bnsineBs of Messrs. 
Barton & Co. with the fixtures appertain¬ 
ing thereto and also all the book-debts 
and other debts now due and owing to the 
said Percy Huburt Graham or Messrs. 
Burton &: Oo. upon account or in respect 
of the said trade or business and all secu¬ 
rities for the same, to hold the same unto 
the said Bank, its executors, administrators 
or assigns for securing payment of the 
loan and interest thereon as stipulated.*' 
There is a further clause authorising the 
Bank in the event of default to take over 
the property mortgaged. (This power was 
admittedly never extrolsed). There was 
a further clause mortgaging or charging a 
certain policy of insurance of the life of 
the said Percy Huburt Graham and finally 
a clause (hopelessly inconsistent with the 
entire object of the deed) that the mort¬ 
gagor would not alienate any of the pro¬ 
perty mortgaged during the continuance of 
the security. Attached to this deed is a 
schedule of the goods which formed the 
stock-in-trade of Graham's business at the 
time of the mortgage. 

The appellant) Anderson, who was con¬ 
nected by marriage with Graham, got a 
deed from the latter on the Slst of August 
1912. This document recites that Graham 
was indebted to Anderson in the sum of 
Rs. 22,854. This sum was made up of 
Rs. 15,000 advanced at the time in cash, 
Rs. 3,750, promissory notes executed in 
favour of Anderson by Grabano, Rs. 1,654, 
a decree against Graham by a on ditor, and 

Rs. 2,450 a debt duo by Graham to 
another firm. This document provided for 
interest on the Rs. 15,000 at seven per cent. 
It gave Anderson power to take possession 
of all the stock-in-trade in the business. It 
provided that the stock-in-trade should be 
kept fully replenished and all new stock 
which was brought in should be regarded 
and treated as being pawned to secure the 
debt. This document was followed by an¬ 
other document, dated the 3i8t of August 
1912, which provided for the carrying on 
of the business by Graham as a manager 
at a salary of Rs. 200 per month, and a 
man of the name of Norton (who also was 
connected with both Anderson and Graham 
by marriage) should be an assistant at a 
salary. The deed tinally provided that as 
soon as all debts and incumbrances had 
been discharged, the business should be¬ 
long to Graham, Anderson and to two 
Nortons in certain spooitied shares. 


There was considerable controversy in 
the Court below as to whether Anderson 
had notice of the Bank’s mortgage when he 
made the further advance of Rs. 15,000 
and got the documents of the Slst of August 
1912 executed in his favour. The Court 
below has found that he had notice but 
having regard to the view we take of the 
case, it is quite unnecessary for us to come 
to any decision on the question of notice. 
It is contended on behalf of the appellant 
that all that was mortgaged by the Bank’s 
mortgage of the 11th of Augnsb 1911 wore 
(i) the articles which are specified and set 
forth in the schedule to the deed; (2) the 
good-will and (3) the hook-debts actually 
due at the time,that at the time of the mort¬ 
gage, and certainly at the time the Receiver 
tookpossession of the property, all the goods 
which were roentioned in the schedule had 
long before been sold in the ordinary 
course of business and that the plaintiff’s 
security did not attach to any ^oods that 
might have been subsequently purchased. 
(The appellant makes no claim to the 
policy of insurance.) The appellant con¬ 
tends that under the terms of his indenture 
he was entitled to enter into possession of 
the business and to cany it on, that all 
profits made during that time, or subse¬ 
quently by the Receiver, belong to him, 
and that the proceeds of the sale, which is 
said to have taken place in execution of the 
decree, also belonged to him. He finally 
contends that in no event ought there to 
have been a personal decree against him. 

On behalf of the respondent it is con¬ 
tended that on the true construction of 
the indenture of the 11th of August 1911, 
any stock-in-trade which was purchased to 
re-plaoo the articles specified in the 
schedule must be regarded as part of the 
Bank’s security, aud that aooordingly they 
are entitled to all profits in the hands 
of the Receiver as well as to the entire 
proceeds of the sale. 

In our opinion it is absolutely clear that 
the goods and chattels described in the 
schedule alone were mortgaged. "SVe 
think that the good-will of the business 
was also mortgaged. Mr. O’Conor on 
behalf of the respondent has cited the case 
of Coltman v. Chamhirlijin (1). That 
was a case of mortgage of a ship and in 
her boats, guns, auimuuitions, small arms 

11) 11890) .I.Q. U. = 'Q. -B D. 

3^8 = 39 \\, R. l:. 


Hansraj V, Satni 


idis 

r * 

and appurtenanoee.” The question arose 
as to whether sundiy articles of ships 
furniture purchased after the date of the 
mortgage were included in the security. It 
was held on the construction of the mort¬ 
gage in that case that all these articles 
passed under the mortgage of the “ ship ’* 
or as “ appurtenant ’’ thereto. 

A case much more like the present is 
the case of Tapfield v. Hillman (2). In 
that case there was a mortgage of an inn 
together with “ the furniture, stock-in- 
trade in, about, upon or belonging to the 
Inn ,** with a power on non-payment to the 
mortgagee to enter into possession of the 
inn and “to take, possess, hold and enjoy 
all the goods, chattels, effects and pre¬ 
mises.'* The question arose as to whether 
or not stock-in-trade and goods acquired 
after the date of the mortgage were 
covered by the deed, Pattison, J., at the 
trial held that on the true construction of 
the deed only the stock-in-trade existing at 
the date of the mortgage was pledged. 
Tindal, C. J., Coltman, J., Maule, J., and 
Gresswell, J*, all concurred in holding 
that the after-acquired stock-in-trade 
was not subject to the mortgage. Colt* 
man, J., says “ It is not improbable 
that the parties intended that the 
security of the mortgagees should extend 
to the stock and effects brought upon the 
premises from time to time to re-place 
that which was disposed of and consumed 
by the plaintiff in the course of his 
business. We can, however, only look to 
the language of the deed, which clearly is 
not suihcient to include property not on 
the premises at the time the deed was 
executed.’* 

If then the plaintid’s mortgage in the 
present case did not attach to the subse¬ 
quently acquired stock, the Bank had no 
right to bring anything but the “good-will’* 
to sale, and the question whether or not 
Anderson had notice of their mortgage be¬ 
came quite immaterial. In our opinion the 
plaintih Bank are not entitled to the pro¬ 
fits in the hands oi the Receiver, nor are 



It is unnecessary to decide the question 
of the amount to realise which the Bank 
were entitled to bring the mortgaged pro¬ 
perty to sale. It seems to us more than 
doubtful that they were entitled to add to 
their debt any sum that was not strictly 
paid or advanced for the purpose of pre¬ 
serving their security, e. g.^ premium paid 
to keep up the policy of insurance. 

Before passing a final order in the case 
we think it desirable to refer an issue to 
the Court below, namely, “what portion, if 
any, of the proceeds of the sale represents 
the value of the good-will.” 

Issue referred. 
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EiOHARD'S, 0. J., AND Baneejee, j, 

Hansraj —Defendant—Appellant 

V. 

Ratni —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 206 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 12th April 1915, from the decree of 

the Diet. J., Saharanpur. 

Limitation Act {9 of Art. 62—Suit for 

money received by agent after terminaticm of 
agency is governed by Art. 62. 

Where an agent receives money due to the 
principal after the termination of his agency, a 
suit to recover the same must be brought within 
three years from the time of the receipt as money 
had and received. [P. 260, C. 1] 

Surendra Nath Sen —for Appellant. 

Jawahar Lai Nehru for Moti Lai 
Nehru —for Respondent. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiff prayed for an 
account of certain income which the 
defendant is alleged to have received as 
her agent and for a decree for the amount 
of such income when ascertained, and also 
for the recovery of papers and books con¬ 
taining the names of jajmans. The 
plaintiff’s case was that her husband was a 
Gs.iigd,-purohit at Hardwar, that on his 
death she handed over the books, etc., to 
the defendant, who undertook to make 
use of them as her agent and to pay her 
over the income which was derived from 


they entitled to any portion of the pro¬ 
ceeds of the sale, save eo far as the same 
are attributable to or represent the “gcod- 
will” ol the buBiness. In our opinion, also, 
the Bank are not entitleo to a personal ae- 
oree against the appellant. _ 

(2) {1843)6 Man. & G. 245 = 6 Scott (N.B.) f67 
«12L, J. C.P. = 7 iliir. 771*=l34li>. K, 

883. 


pilgrims. There had been previous litiga¬ 
tion between the parties commencing in 
the year 1905 and finally decided by the 
High Court in 1910. The decision was 
altogether favoDiable to the plaintiff, who 
v^as held to be entitled to the books and 
to the amount received by the defendant. 
The present suit vtas instituted on the 

loth of February 1911, The relief 


4 
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olaimed is substantially the same as that 
claimed in the previous suit, the difference 
being that an account was claimed for 
the period between the institution of the 
previous suit and the commencing of the 
present. 

Both Courts have held in favour of the 
plaintiff. On the general merits we 
entirely agree with the decision of the 
Court below. As to the decree, however, 
we feel that it must be modified. The 
plaintiff had determined any agency which 
existed between her and the defendant in 
the year 1905. From that time on the 
defendant in no way collected the income 
as the agent of the plaintiff. He did not 
hold himself out as her agent; on the 
contrary he was insisting upon collecting 
the income on his own behalf, wrongly 
making use of the books which contained 
Itbe names of the pilgrims. In our opinion 
the only form of the suit in which the 
plaintiff is entitled to relief is for money 
had and received by the defendant for her 
use. Article 62 of the Ijimitation Act 
provides that such a suit must be brought 
within three years from the time of the 
receipt of the money. We must accord¬ 
ingly modify the decree of the Court below 
by directing that the accounts sliall be 
limited to an account of the income 
received three years before the institution 
of the present suit. In all other respects 
wo affirm the decree of the Court below. 
As the appeal has substantially failed, the 
appellant must pay the costs of the res¬ 
pondent. 

Decree molijle l. 


milak separately but gave no incidents of the 
custom of pre-emption. 

Held, that the right was co-extensive with that 
given by the Muhammadan Law. [P. 261 , C. 1 ] 

Surendro Nath 6'e/i—for Appellants. 

B. E, O'Oonor —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This is an appeal arising 
out of a suit for pre-emption in respect of 
a certain zemindari situate in the village 
of Katra. Originally this village consisted 
of two mahals, one of 11^ biswas and one 
8i biswas. The 8i bimis imhal was 
subsequently divided into two rtiahalSf one 
of 3.i biswas and one of 5 biswas. The 
5 biswas mahal (which is now a 20 biswas 
mahal) belonged one“half to the vendors 
and ODC-balf to the pre-emptors. The 
vendors have sold their half share to a 
stranger. The pre-emptors brought their 
suit to enforce their right, alleging (o) in 
paragraph 3 of their plaint, that the “ cus¬ 
tom of pre-emption prevailed among pro¬ 
prietors of the A/w/^a" as entered in the 
icajib-ul-arz of the village and also (h) (as 
set out in paragraph 6 of the plaint) that 
direcrdy he got the news of the sale he 
fulfilled the conditions by the Muhamma¬ 
dan Law for pre-emption’ and called upon 
the defendant to transfer the pre-empted 
property to him for tue price entered in 
the sale-deed. The defendants met the 
case first of all by denial that there was 
any custom of pre-emption in the village 
at all, or that the plaintiffs had a right of 
pre-emption on the basis of the wajib- 
ul^irz to which the provisions of the 
Muhammadan Law, applied, that the 
plaintiffs .had not in any way fulfilled the 
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KlCHAltnS, C. J., AND TrDPAl.I,, J. 

Zamir Ahmad and t;nof/ur— Defen¬ 
dants—Appellants 


Abdul Razzikand o/Acfs-Plaintiffs— 
Resmondeuts. 

First Appoftl No., 10 of 1914, decided ol 

* 1 the order of the 

Adfll. J., Moradtibad, 

UuHsa and , k wt not owmg i„ddc„t.s 

of custoni—Hclil rujht co-c.\t, nsivc u tth Mitho- 
wcdiiti Low. 


Whero a wajib-vl ar^ provided (hat :i 
pre-emption existed among the owners 

separately and amoDg the ouners 


right o{ 
of the 
of the 


necessary demands. It wan alleged that 
the plaintiffs had actually refused to pur¬ 
chase the property after full notice and. 
therefore, if they had had any right they 
had lost it. Five issues were fn\med, the 
first . Does the custom of pre-emption 
prevail in .Vaxua Katra ? This the Court 
below decided in favour of the plaintiffs 
and the decision is not seriously contested 
here. The 6Vt’o/(d issue was:—** If so, 
what are the incidents of the custom, 
whether those arising under the Muhamma¬ 
dan Law or tot?” On this issue the 
Court held that the rules of Muhammadan 
Law did not apply. Issue three was:— 
' Under the custom (if any) found to pre¬ 
vail IB the plaintiff entitled to pre-empt?” 
11)18 issue was found in the affirmative. 



Dobi Lal V, Sewak Eam 


I 
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The/owriA issue :—'‘Have the plaintiffs 
performed the preliminaries necessary to 
pre-emption under the Muhammadan 
Law?*’ This issue was left undecided 
as being unnecessary in view of the finding 
on the second issue, and consequently evi¬ 
dence on this issue was not taker. The 
fifth issue was :—“Did the sale take place 
with the plaintiffs’ knowledge and after 
their refusal to purchase. If so, is their 
right of pre-emption lost.*’ On this point 
the Court' below held in favour of the 
plaintiffs. 

The sole point which has been argued 
before us is, whether or not the rule of 
Muhammadan Law applied in the present 
case. It is pointed out that in the wajib- 
ul~arz the custom as set forth is laid down 
in the following words :—‘‘ among the 
owners of the khalsa separately and 
among the owners of the milak separately 
the custom of pre-emption is in vogue,** 
that no incidents of the custom are set 
forth and that, therefore, the prinoiide 
that has been laid down in a long series of 
rulings of this Court should be applied and 
in such cases the rule of Muhammadan 
Law must be followed. The latest decision 
on the point is to be found in Jagdam 
Sahai v. Mahabir Prasad (1), The judg¬ 
ment therein refers to Ram Prasad v. 
Abdul Karim (2), and it is an admitted 
fact that those rulings have been consist¬ 
ently followed in this Court. The lower 
Appellate Court has tried to distinguish 
the present case from those quoted, on the 
ground that the wa^ih ul-arz stated that 
the right of pre-emption exists among the 
owners of each class of property as such, 
but if the wajih‘Ul~arz had merely stated 
that the custom existed, the learned 
Additional Judge would have felt bound by 
the rulings cited and would have applied 
the Muhammadan Law in the case. We do 
j not thipk that the language of the present 
1 wajib~ul~arz is such as to enable us to 
( distinguish it from those in the cases 
quoted. The meaning of the document is 
simply this, that among the co-sharers of 
the khalsa the custom of pre-emption 
prevailed. None of the incidents are set 
forth and it seems to us clearly a case in 
which the right is co-excensive with that 
given by the Muhammadan Law. We, 

(1) (1906)28 All. 60-2 A.L.J. 482 = 1906 A.W. 

N. 190. 

(2) (1887) 9 All. 613 = 1887 A.W.N. 146. 


therefore, before deciding the case, must 
have a decision by the Court below on the 
fourth issue framed by it. The parties will 
be allowed to give fre^h evidence on that 
point relevant to the issue. Ten days will 
be allo wed on receipt of the finding for 
objection. 

Issue remitted^ 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Dori Lal —Plaintiff—Applicant 


V. 

Sewak Ram and another—Defendaiuis 
—Respondents. 

Civil Revn. Pefcn. No. 24 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 23rd April 1915, from the order of 
the Sub-J., Pilibhit. 

Negotiable Instruments Act (26 of 1881), S. 78 
--Person entitled to possession of promissory 
note negotiable or not is entitled to sue. 

A person who is entitled to the possession of 
a promissory note in his own name is alone 
entitled to sue upon it whether the instrument 
be negotiable or not. 28 Mad. 205 and 18 M. 
L.J. 186 Ref. [P. JG2, C. 1 .j 

Gulzari Lal —for Appellant. 

Sarat Chandra Chaudhri—iox Respon¬ 
dents. 

Judgment —This suit was brought upon 
a promissory note executed in favour of 
one Ram Narain. The plaintiff claims to 
be the true owner of the instrument from 
the time of its execution, and alleges Ram 
Narain to have been a benamidar for him¬ 
self. He has also impleaded as defendants 
the heirs of the ostensible payee. After 
the suit had been decreed by the first 
Court, it was dismissed by the learned 
Subordinate Judge of Pilibhit, on the 
ground that only the ostensible payee can 
maintain a suit upon a promissory note. 
The Subordinate Judge has supported him¬ 
self by authority of a Madras case, in 
respect of which it is contended here that 
the learned Judges who decided that case 
were referrieg specifically to a negotiable 
instrument as defined in Section 13 of the 
Negotiable Instruments Act (XXVI of 
1881), I find, however, that there is 
clear authority of the same Court on the 
same point in Ramanuja Ayyangar v 
Sadagopa Ayyangar (1) and in Subra^ 
manya Tevan v. Arunachela Teian (2) 
According to Section 78 of the Negotiable 
Instruments Act, only the holder of a 
promissory note can receive payment 


(1) (1905) 28 Mad. 205=25 M.L.J. 

(2) (1908) 18 M.L.J, 186 
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of the same so as to discharge the 
maker, and this section applies whether 
the promissory cote in question was 
negotiable or not. The “holder’* of a 
oroooissory note is defined in Section 8 of 
^he same Act, and means a person entitled 
in his own name to the possession thereof, 
Ju the absence of any ruling to the con¬ 
trary, I am certainly not prepared to hold 
that the learned Subordinate Judge acted 
v. itb material irregularity in the exercise of 
his jurisdiction in applying to the decision 
of the question of law raised by the 
jileadings before him a principle which 
has been specifically laid down by one at 
any rate of the High Courts in India, and 
not dissented from by the Court to which 
he is subordinate. 1 dismiss the appli¬ 
cation with costs. 

Application dismissed, 
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OhAMIEB and PltiGOlT, JJ. 

Kliesfitrapal Sharma —Plaintill-Appli¬ 
cant 

V. 

Paiicham Singh Vafina —Defendant- 
Bespondent. 

Civil Revn. Fetn. Wo. 148 of 1914, 
decided on 7th May 1915, from the order 
of the Diet. J., Agra. 

(a) Trade mark -If can he injrin()cd by ad- 
lertisement. 

A tratle mark ctiii bo intrin^jcd by means of 
adveruscmciit. [P. C. d.J 

(b) Civil r.(\ ToojVM), 6’. 20~CauscoJ 
action—Jnjrinyement oj Tradi'Viark. 

Ibe cause of action for infriogcmeut o( 
lradc*nuirk arises partly where the advertise- 
mont is published aLd distributed, [1’. -oJ.C. J.j 

Tej Baliaaur Sapta and Moti Lai 
Nehru —tor Apfilicant. 

Sundar Lai —for Respondent. 

J udgraeDt.—This is an application for 
revision oi an order of the Hisiiiot Judge 
of Agra, conlirmiiig an order of the SuO- 
ordinuto Judge of Muttra directing that 
the plaint be returned to the pluintiil lor 
presentation to the proper Court. The suit 
was one by the applicant for damages on 
account of alleged infringement by the dt- 
fondant of the applicant's tiade-maik. The 
applicant has for a considerable time been 
selling a medicine under the name of 
budha Sindhu which, wo understand, 
means Ocean of nectar’ in the course ot his 
business at Muttra, He sells obieily on 
V. F. F, orders received in response to 


advertisement which he puts in the papers. 
The respondent, who is a resident of Gaya, 
sells a medicine which he calls Asli Sudha 
Sindhu in the same way. The applicant’s 
case is that his tradc-maik which has been 
duly registered has been infringed by the 
respondents. The -alleged infringement is 
an advertisement of the respondent’s medi¬ 
cine in papers published in Muttra and in 
circulars and hand-bills distributed in the 
same place. The Courts below have held 
that the suit should have been brought in 
Gaya. They have treated it as a question of 
convenience rather than as a question of 
law. But if the applicant can show that 
the cause of action arose wholly or in part 
within the limits of the jurisdiction of tht 
Subordinate Judge of Muttra, he iB;enbitlec 
to maintain his suit in Muttra. The ques¬ 
tion is whether the publication of the 
advertisement by the respondent of bis 
medicine, Asli Sudha Sindhut in papers, 
hand-bills and circulars published in 
Muttra is an infringement of the applicant's 
trade-mark. For the purpose of this appli¬ 
cation we must, of course, assume that the 
applicant is entitled to the trade-mark 
which be claims and that the respondent’s 
advertisement is calculated to induce people 
to believe that they will get from him the 
applicant’s ’medicine*. No authority has 
been produced in support of the argument 
that such an advertisement cannot be an 
infringement of the trade-mark. On the 
other hand several English oases have been 
cited which show that it has been held for 
BOmo years past that a trade-maik may be 
infiinged by.meunsofau auvcitiBcmcnt. 
Wo think it is sullicient to refer to deci¬ 
sions in Jay v. Ladler Uj, Bourne v. 
Swan and Edgar LimiUd 12), and to the 
injunction which was issued by the House 
of Lords in the case of lieddaway v. 
Banhuvi (3), On the authorities we musli 
hold that if the facts are as alleged by the 
aiplioant, his tiudo mark has been mfiin- 
ged witbin the jurisdiction of the Suboron 
i-ate Judge of Multi a. We, therefore, allow 
this application, set aside the orders oi the 
Courts below and direct that the record 
be returned to the Court of first instance 

(1) tlSSS) -10 Ch. D. L. T. 2;«=37 W, 

K. 505. 

U) (InS) 1 CL. 2ll-.7‘2 I. J. CL. US = 51 >V. 

K. i. 'J. ‘^1 = 1' '1. 1. p. 5t.c.0R. r. 
C. 105. 

(3) lisyo) A, C. 100 = C'5 L. i. g, P. 381^74 

L. T. 289-44 W. R. 
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and fche suit resfeored to the pending file to 
be disposed of according to law. Costs here 
and hereto will be costs in the oanse. 

Application allowed, 
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Eioharbs, C. J. and Banerji. J. 

Mahmud All and others —Defendanta- 
Appellants 

V 

Yawar Beg —Plaintiff-Resoondent. 

Second Annoal No. 352 of 1914, decided 
on let June 1915, from the decree of the 
D'sfc. J., Benares, dated 14th January 

1914. 

Specific Relief Act of 1877,) Ss. 15 and 16— 
Agreement to sell whole by owner of half share 
in hou^e — Sj>ecific performance of half On pay¬ 
ment of full i>*‘ice can be decreed. 

The defendant No. I on behalf of himself end 
as a?ent of the defendant No. 2 agreed to sell a 
house, in which each of the two defendants had 
one-half share, to the plaintiff. Defendant 
No. 1 had no authority to sell the half sl^are of 
defendant No. 2. The plaintiff sued for specific 
performance of the contract : 

Held, that the plaintiff was only entitled to a 
decree for specific performance for half the 
house on condition of paying the full price 
agreed upon for the entire house. [P. 26 3. C. 2.] 

M. L. Agarwila and 14^. Wallach —for 
Appellants. 

S, M. Sulaiman-^iox Respondent. 
Judgmeat. —This appeal arises out of a 
suit for specific performance of a contract 
to sell a house. The house beloneed to 
Sheikh Muhammad Ali and Sheikh 
Mukaud Ali, the defendants Nos. 1 and 2. 
It is alleged that the defendant No. 1 on 
behalf of himself and as agent of defend¬ 
ant No. 2 agreed to sell the house to the 
plaintiff, that then in breach of the agree¬ 
ment the house was sold to defendant 
No. 3, the sale being taken fictitiously in 
the name of his wife, defendant No. 4. 

The Court below has found that the 
contract was entered into but that defend¬ 
ant No. 1 had no authority to sell his 
brother's share of the house. The Court 
accordingly made a decree for specific 
performance in respect of the half of the 
house which belonged to defendant No. 1, 
at half the price agreed upon. 

In second appeal it is contended on 
behalf of the defendants that the Court 
ought not to have decreed specific per¬ 
formance of half the house. Section 15 
of the Specific Relief Act is relied upon, 
and it is contended that the plaintiff was 
only entitled to a decree for apaoifio 


performance for half the house on condi¬ 
tion of paying the full price agreed upon 
for the entire house. On the other hand, 
the plaintiff relies on the provisions of 
Section 16. The Court below considered 
that this section applied. The section is 
as follows : “ When a part of a contract 

which, taken by itself, can and ought to 
be specifically performed, stands on a sepa¬ 
rate and independent footing from another 
part of the same contract which cannot or 
ought not to be specifically performed, the 
Court may direct specific performance of 
the former part.” 

It must be remembered that the con¬ 
tract as proved was a contract to sell the 
whole house for one lump sum as consi¬ 
deration. It can baldly be said that the 
contract consisted of ‘‘two parts, each 
standing on a separate and icdepenJent 
footing from the other," one part being to 
sell the share of defendant No. 1 and the 
other part to sell the share of defendant 
No. 2. This is illustrated by supposing 
for a moment that the suit had been by 
the defendant No. 1, against the plaintiff 
for specific performance of a contract to 
buy half the house. It seems quite clear 
that Mirza Yarwar Beg could have pleaded 
that his contract was a contract to buy the 
whole house, and not half and that no 
Court would have forced him to take half 
the house. In our judgment the decision of 
the Court below was wrong. As, however, 
in the course of the hearing the plaintiff 
has expressed his willingness to pay the 
full price, we think that he ought to have 
half the house on these terms. 

We accordingly vary the decree of the 
Court below by giving the plaintiff a dec¬ 
ree for specific performance for sale of 
half the bouse (the share of defendant 
No. 1) conditional upon his paying the 
entire price. The plaintiff will have 
his costs from the defendants other than 
the defendant No. 2. He will be entitled 
to set off his costs against the amount 
paid by him into Court. We allow him 
two months to pay the money into Court, 
bub we direct that in the event of the 
money nob being so paid within that 
time the suit will stand dismissed with 
costs in all Courts. 

Decree varied. 


{ 
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CHAMIER and Piggott, JJ. 

Kamta Prasad —Decree-holder-Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

Indomati and others —Judgment-deb¬ 
tors—Respondents. 

Ex. Second Aopeal No. 331 of 1909, 
decided on 13th April 1915, from an order 
of the Sub. J., Mainpuri. 

Benftuiidar transferee can execute decree _ 

Civil P.C. (5 of 1908). O. 21, R. 16. 

A transferee of a decree ia entitled 

to execute it. Case Law Kef. (l9o7; A.W.N. 
39, applied. 

Sufi'lar Lnl and Satish Chandra 
Banerjee —for Appelhut. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru, ^^oti Lai Nehru^ 
Gokal Prasad, Baldeo Ram, Purii- 
shottajii Das Pandon, Parmashmir 

Dayal, Rama Kant MalavLya and Iqbd 
Ahmad —for Rfsuondents. 

Judgment. These are appeals against 
an order of the Subordinate Judge of Mtin- 
puri, rejecting an application presented by 
the appellants for an order absolute under 
Section 89 of the Transfer of Property 
Act. A decree nis'i was passed in favour 
of two persons, Sbeo Prasad and Tulsi 
Ram, on December Si4bh, 1900, and was 
confirmed on appeal by this Court with a 
slight modiheation on January lOch, 1914. 
That decree was passed against yfusammat 
Indomati and others. The business of the 
decree-holders failed and their rights under 
the decree were put up for sale in ex"cu- 
tion of a decree held against thorn by 
Moti Lai and Fateh Lai. At the execution 
sale the share of the decree-holder, Sheo 
Prasad, was sold to ouo Ram Bharose and 
the appellants assort that on September 
27th, 1905, the rights of Ram B'laroso 
were transferred to Bisheslur Kuth and 
that on May 3rd, I9u6, Bisbtshar Nath 
transferred bis rights to Kamta P.usad 
the appellant in Apptal No. 331. At the 
same oxeoution sale the share of the 
decree-holder, Tulsi Ram, was sold to 

Ajudhia Prasad. Badiu Rvm, the ap].ollant 

thatoiiMirch 
olst, 1905, Ajudhia Pjaead transferred to 
him all his rights under the deoreo. The 
appellants, therefore, applied to the Court 
below for the passing of an order absolute 
in the capacity of transferees of the 
decree. The application was resisted by 
the gudgmeut-debtors ou the ground that 


the applicants were henamidars and, there¬ 
fore, could not maintain the application. 
The Court below on the question of fact 
has held that the appellants are no more 
than henamidars for the original decree- 
holders, Sheo Prasad and Tulsbi Ram, 
who, it is supposed, have re-purchased 
their rights under the decree in the names 
of other persons in order to protect those 
rights from attachment and sale at the 
instance of their other creditor?. The 
Court below has, in accordance with the 
decisions of the Calcutta High Court, 
held that the appellants as henamidars 

are not entitled to apply for an order 
absolute. 

In appeal it is contended that the deci¬ 
sion of the Court below on the question 
of fact is erroneous. We have been taken 
through the evidence regarding the pur¬ 
chases effected by the appellants, and we 
think it is sufficient to say that we agree 
with the Subordinate Judge that it is 
proved that the appellants are no more 
than henamidars for other persons. 

Next, it is contended that even if the 
appellants are henamidars they are entitled 
to maintain the application. All the reported 
oases upon the question whether a benami- 
dai can execute a decree as the transferee 
thereof, seem to have been decided by the 
Calcutta High Court, and we have been re¬ 
ferred in tbo course of the arguments to a 
number of them. The nrt result of the 
Calcutta oases seems to be that a benimndar 
is not entit led to take out execution of a 
decree as the transferee thereof, but if he 
9uooi_eds in doing so his application for exe¬ 
cution may in some oases be sufficient to 
s.u 6 a subsequent application by the real 
(Vcre.j-bolder from the bar of limitation. 
Tiio question whetlior a benamidar may 
take out execution of a decree as the 
t ansfe ce thereof docs not seem to have 
iHon decided by an> other High Court. 
But this Coinl, agreeing with the Bombay 
and Madras H gb Courts, and differing from 
the Cakutta High Court, has held that a 
benamidar may briug a suit of any kind in 
his own name, see Yad Ram v. (Jmrao 
l^ingh (1), whioli was a suit for possession ; 

Kishore Lai v. Ahmad Ata (2\ 
winch was a suit for possession ; Bachcha 
^ Gajadhar Lai (31, wbioh w’us a suit for 

(1) (1899) 21 All. 380^i8^^,\V N7130 

(2) (18 6) 18 All. 69 = 1805 A.W.N 16o 

^ (3m 1'J06) 18 All. 44=1905 A.W.N. 173 = 2 A.L. 
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parfcifeion, and a very reoent case of Par- 
meshwar Bat v. Anardan Dat (4), which 
was a saifc for sale on a mortgage. It was 
pointed out by Sir Arthur Straohey in the 
case of Yad Ram v. Umrao Singh (1), 
oited above, that in those cases which have 
affirmed the right of the benamidar to sue, 
the right has been based partly on the fact 
that he is the transferee named in the 
registered instrument constituting the 
transfer and on the principle that the 
contract can be enforced by the parties 
who have entered into it, and partly on 
the view that the benamidar must be pre¬ 
sumed to be suing on behalf of the benefi¬ 
cial owner or, to put the same idea in other 
words, that the suit is really brought by 
the beneficial owner through and in the 
name of the benamidar^ It is well-establish¬ 
ed in this Court that a benamidar is en¬ 
titled to maintain a suit. It seems to us 
that the principle upon which a benamidar 
has been allowed to maintain a suit applies 
equally to the ezecution of a decree. It was 
contended that Order 21, rule 16 shows 
that it is only the real transferee, that is 
the person beneficially interested in the 
transfer, who can apply for execution of a 
decree. We cannot accept this argument. It 
seems to us that the considerations which 
have led this Court to hold that a benamU 
dar can maintain a suit apply with even 
greater force to an application for execu¬ 
tion by a transferee who is a benamidar. 
The transfer is in favour of the person who 
applies for execution of the decree, and it 
seems unreasonable that the Court execut¬ 
ing the decree should be required to enter 
into the question whether the ostensible 
transferee is the real transferee or not, and 
in this connection we may refer to what 
was said by the present Chief Justice in 
the case of Intikhah Husain v. Rafi^un- 
Cfi)' He observed that it might be 
urged with great force that whether the 
assignment was real or not was a matter 
with which the judgment-debtor was nob 
concerned. 

In the present case, there can be no 
doubt whatever that the application for 
the order absolute was put in with the full 
approval and consent of the persons for 
whom the appellants are said to be 
midars. In our opinion, the application 

(4) (1915) 26 I.C. 507=37 All. 113. 

(5) (1907) A.W.N. 39. 

1915-A 34 


should not have been dismissed on the 
ground that the appellants were henami- 
dars. As between the appellants and Sheo 
Prasad and Tulshi Ram on the one hand 
and the judgment-debtors on the other, we 
hold that the application of the appellants 
is maintainable. We put it in this form, 
because we have been told that in conse¬ 
quence of the decision of the Court below 
one Gopal Das, who held a decree against 
Sheo Prasad and Tulshi Ram, has in exe¬ 
cution of that decree attached, brought to 
sale and purchased himself the rights of 
Sheo Prasad and Tulshi Ram under the 
decree nisi of January 1904, and we have 
also been informed that the present 
appellants have brought a suit for a 
declaration of their rights as beneficial 
owners of the decree nisi. It will be 
for the Court below to consider 
and determine the effect of the alleged 
purchase by Gopal Das and of any 
decision that may be arrived at in 
the suit brought by the appellants for 
a declaration of their rights. We would 
also point out that Gopi Narain and 
others resisted the application for an order 
absolute, on the ground that they are pur¬ 
chasers of two-thirds of a village called 
Pale Kalau, and they say that the suit was 
dismissed by the High Court against them 
and their property. This is a point which 
must be taken up and decided by the 
Court below. 

We set aside the order of the Court 
below and sendieg the case back to that 
Court we direct that the appellants* appli¬ 
cation be restored to the pending file and 
disposed of according to law. Costs of this 
appeal will be costs in the cause. 

Appeal decreed : Cause remanded. 
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Richards, C.J. and Banebji, J. 
BUhfup —Plaintiff—Appellant 

V. 

Nil Kanth —Defendant—Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 393 of 1913, decided 
on 14th April 1914, from a decree of the 
Addl. Sub, J., Cawnpore. 


BisHBUP V. Nil Nanth 
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Civil P C, (V of 1908), 8, 11 and O, 32, R. 15— 
Plea o/undue influence through weak intellect 
and want of consideration decided against 
plaintiff in ^ior suit is res judicata in subae- 
quent suit challenging decree in former suit on 
ground of plaintiff being not properly represen- 
ted’^Decree—Setting aside. 

The defendant sued the plaintiff for the pos- 
session of certain property, the subjeot*matter 
of a sale-deed executed by the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff pleaded that he was of weak intellect 
and that advantage had been taken of him and 
that he had not received the oonsideration. The 
Court found against the plaintiff and decreed 
the defendant’s suit. The plaintiff then brought 
the present suit to have it declared that the 
decree in the former suit was not binding on him 
as he, being of unsound mind, had not been pro¬ 
perly represented : 

Held, that the plaintiff, not having been ad¬ 
judged a person of unsound mind at the time of 
the previous suit, was a party to that litigation, 
and was bound by the result. [P, 267. C. 1.] 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Appellant. 

Madan Mohan Malaviya and Rama 
Kant Malavxya —for Respondeat. 


the Buhjeot-matter of the sale-deed, 
Bishrup put in a defence to that suit, 
alleging that he was of weak intellect and 
that advantage had been taken of him and 
that he had not received the oonsideration. 
The sale was challenged on the same 
grounds as in the present suit, save the 
ground which relates to the value of the 
property. The case was tried by the 
Subordinate Judge of Cawnpore who went 
into all the facts and held* firU, that 
Bishrup was not of unsound mind, and 
secondly, that the full consideration had 
been paid. There was an appeal to the 
High Court by Bishrup in his own name. 
After considering the evidence the High 
Court confirmed the decision of the Court 
below granting the plaintiff a decree for 
possession of the property. The Court 
below in the present suit framed six issues. 
The first issue was whether the suit was 
barred by Section 11 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure. There was no issue baaed upon 
the allegations contained in paragraph 5 of 
the plaint. 


Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiff Bishrup by 
his guardian, Ram Sarup, seeks to set 
aside a sale-deed dated the 6bh October 
1906 and a decree which was subsequently 
obtained by the defendant for possession 
of the property, the subject-matter of the 
sale-deed. It is alleged in the plaint that 
Bishrup was at the time of the salo a 
person of unsound mind incapable of 
understanding what he was doing ; that 
the defendant fraudulently took advantage 
of his infirmity and induced him to 
execute the sale-deed; that no considera¬ 
tion was given: that the property was 
worth Rs. 10,000, while the amount of 
ooDsidoration was only Rs. 5,50U. Then 
follows paragraph 5 of the plaint, which 
contains allegations which under certain 
circumstances might have boon of consi¬ 
derable importance. It is there alleged 
that the defendant brought a previous suit 
on the 4bh of May 1909 agiiinst Bishrup 
as a person of sound mind, while ho well 
knew that ho was a person of unsound 
mind, that by fraudulent means be made 
a man of the name of Bhola Nath p dro- 
kar for Bishrup who did not put forward 
a proper defence on behalf of Bishrup. It 
appears that a suit svas brought by the 
defendant against Bishrup on the 4th May 
1909 seeking possession of the property, 


The learned Subordinate Judge decided 
that the previous litigation operated as 
res judicata. It is contended hero that if 
Bishrup was in fact of unsound mind at 
the time the previous suit was instituted 
then the decision cannot possibly bind 
him, and it is then pointed out that since 
the previous litigation an enquiry has been 
held by the District Judge at Cawnpore 
and that Bishrup has been adjudged a 
person of unsound mind and his mother 
appointed guardian of his person and Ram 
Sarup guardian of his property. On behalf 
of the appellant we are asked to infer 
from the judgment of the District Judge 
that Bishrup must have been of unsound 
mind when the previous litigation was 
instituted. Sections 440 to 462 of Act 
XIV of 1882 (which was in force at the 
time of the previous litigation) provide 
how suits are to be brought by and against 
minors. Section 463 of the same Act 
enaols that the provisions contained in 
Sections 440 to 462, both inclusive, shall 
mutatis mutandis apply in the case of 
persons of unsound mind adjudged to be 
So under Act XXXV of 1858 or under 
any other Act for the time being in force. 
In the present Code the provisions relating 
to suits by and ngaiusc minora are applied 
not only to persons adjudged to be of un¬ 
sound mind, bub also to persons who are 
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found by the Court on enquiry to be in¬ 
capable of protecting their interests when 
suing or being sued, by reason of un¬ 
soundness of mind or mental infirmity, 
see Order XXXII, Rule 15. Bishrup 
had not at that time been adjudged a 
person of unsound mind. He, therefore, 
was a party to the previous litigation and 
is prima facie bound by the result. In 
this view the finding of the Court below 
that the previous litigation operated as 
fes judicata is correct. 

It is said, however, that a decree obtained 
by fraud cannot operate as res judicata 
and that the Court ought to have taken 
evidence of the allegations contained in 
paragraph 5 and that the Oise should be 
■ant to the Court below for that purpose. 
There are two objectioos to this conten¬ 
tion. In the first place, the plaintiff’s 
advisers do not appear to have asked the 
Court to frame any issue on the question 
of fraud in connection with the previous 
litigation. Even in the memorandum of 
appeal to this Court this ground is not 
taken. The reasonable inference to be 
drawn from this is that the advisers of the 
plaintiff in the Court below felt that it 
would be impossible to sustain the allega¬ 
tions in paragraph 5. The whole history 
of the previous litigation renders it ex¬ 
tremely improbable that the plaintiff could 
have adduced evidence to support the 
allegation that the previous suit was not 
fairly fought out, far less that the plaintiff 
in that suit by fraud prevented it from 
being fairly fought out. Even granted that 
Bishrup was not a man of strong intellect, 
it is quite clear that every possible defence 
that could be put forward on his behalf 
was put forward. Witnesses ware called 
as to the condition of his mind and 
evidence was given as to the giving back 
of parts of the consideration. Lagal 
gentlemen were employed not only in the 
Court of first instance but also in the 
High Court. 

Under these oiroumatanoes, we do not 
think that the omission by the plaintiff's 
advisers to ask the Court to frame an issue 
on the ground of fraud was an accident or 
that we ought now to allow any such 
matter to be gone into. We dismiss the 
appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Baneeji and RaFIQUE, JJ. 

Jhandu Alai and another —Plaintiffs 
Appellants 


V. 

Karan Singh and others —Defendants— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 674 of 1913, decided 
on 26tih April 1915, from a decree of the 
Diet. J., Agra. 


Evidence Act (1 0 / 1872), Ss, 103 and 114— 
Suit on lost hond^Plca of payment—Burden 
of proof of payment is on defendant in spite 
of loss of bond when he admits execution. 

Where a suit was brought oa a lost boud aud 
the defeudant admitted its executioa but pleaded 
payment: 

Held^ thit the question of loss of tho document 
was not material, aud that it wxs for the defend¬ 
ant to prove payment, [P. 268i C. l.J 

Harihins Sahai —for Appellants. 


Satish Chandra Bxnerjee —for Respon¬ 
dents. 


Judgmeati —This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the pUiotiffs-appellants 
to enforce a morteagt^, dated the lObh of 


July 1884, alleged to have been executed 
by Rindhir Singh and Partab Singb. 
Rmdhir Singh is dead and is represented 
by hia son, Karan Singh, and his daughter- 
in-law, Afusammat R^dhi, the widow, 
apparently, of a pre-deoeasod son. The 
share of Rindbir Singh in the mortgaged 
property was sold to Chidammi Lai, whose 
minor sons, Daya Kiahore and Jai Kishore, 
are the defendants Noe. 4 aud 5. The 
defendant No. 2 ia the mortgagor, Partab 
Singh, and defendant No. 3, Nahar Singh, 
is the son of Partab Smgb. The case in 
our opinion was not properly tried. On 
the first date fixed for hearing the learned 
Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit for 
default of appearance of both parties. On 
the same date, i.e.y the 16th of September 
1911, he restored the oise to his file. 
On that date Partab Singh and Karan 
Singh filed a compromise aud the learned 
Judge prooeodeJ to bear the o*3e ex 
parte against the other defenlauts and 
made a decree in the tarms of the oompro- 
misQ. Subaaquantly an application was 
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made on behalf of Nahar Singh and 
Musammat Baaha fco have the ex parfe 
decree made against them set aside. This 
application was granted and the case was 
re-heard. It is clear that Musammat 
Badba has no interest in the suit. Strictly 
speaking Karan Singh also has no interest 
in the suit, because the plaintiff cannot 
enforce the mortgage against any property 
other than the mortgaged property and 
Randhir Singh’s share of the mortgaged 
property was sold to Chidammi and is in 
the possession of the minor defendants, 
Daya Kishore and Jai Kishore. Kabar 
Singh hied a written statement in which 
he said that his father, Partab Singh, was 
of unsound mind and was under the influ- 
enoeofthe plaintiffs and that the bond 
bad been discharged by Chidammi (the 
purchaser of Rindhir Singh’s property) 
and had been returned to him. He denied 
the allegation of loss of the bond mide on 
behalf of the plaintiffs. Parbab Singh and 
Karan Singh admitted the claim. Masam- 
mat Radha denied the bond and Masam- 
mat Ohironji (the mother and gaardian of 
the minor defendants) did not enter ap¬ 
pearance. The Court proceeded to try the 
suit and held that the claim was time- 
barred. This hading on the question of 
limitation was, as the lower Appellate 
Court has held, erroneous in view of the 
rulings of this Court. The learned Subordi¬ 
nate Judge, however, also tried the other 
issues framed by him. He was of opinion 
that the loss of the bond was not proved 
and that the b^nd hud bjon discharged. 
He accordingly dismissed the suit. Upon 
appeal the learned District Judge, as we 
have said above, disagreed with the learned 
Subordinate Judge on the question of 
limitation, but ho hold that the loss of the 
bond had not been proved auvi aooorJingly 
affirmed the dociaion of the lirsb Court. 

It is contended on behalf of the appel¬ 
lants that the question of the loss of the 
bond was immaterial. It is said that it was 
Nahar Singh who denied the loss, but as 
he admitted the bond and only pleaded 
payment, the question of loss was only 
material for the purpose of determining 
whether the bond had been discharged and 
returned. We think this contention is 
valid. Nahar Singh, however, also stated 
that his father was of unsound mind and 
was under the iniluonoe of the plaintiffs. 
That was a question whioh the Court of 


first instance ought to have tried but did 
not try. It was alleged that the bond had 
been admitted by Musammat Ohironji, the 
mother of the minor defendants, who are 
the real parties interested in the portion of 
the mortgaged property whioh bdlonged to 
Randhir Singh. That question also was 
not tried by the Court of first instance. If 
she admitted the genuineness of the mort¬ 
gage and the liability of the property for 
the mortgage debt, that would he a strong 
piece of evidence in favour of the plaintiff, 
but it would have to be proved that she 
made the admission. For all these reasons 
we think that the case has not been pro¬ 
perly tried. We, asoordingly, discharge 
ha decrees of the Coarbs below and 
remand the case to the Court of first 
instance, with directions to re-admit the 
suit under its original number and try it 
de novo after framing proper issues. Costa 
bore and bitberto will be costs in the cause. 

Appeal decrcel ; Cause remanded. 
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Richards, C. J., and Piggott, J. 

Kunnu Mai —Defendant-Appellant 


V. 

Tara Ckaml and —Piaintiffs- 

Respoudonts. 

Second Aopeal No. 1515 of 1913, deoid- 
oloa275h Mir JO 1915, frjm too daoisiou 
of tba Adil, J., Aligicb, ditoi 2L3b July 
1913. 


Hindu Law — Alit^uation — Father—Mortgage 
oj/amiln property not binding to the extent of 
consideration though c>.tshbut not /or necessity. 

Tho sous aud grandsons of a Hindu mortgagor 
m jrtgagtn; tho family property are not bouod 
under tho mortgage in ro^poot of that part of the- 
considorAiiou, which was paid in cash at the re- 
gi'.traliou olheo but not re iuireJ for legal nooes* 
sity. [P. 269. C. 2.) 

Darija C/taran Dancrji —for Appel¬ 

lant. 


La^dimi iVcirain—for Responients. 

Judgment.—Those are two oannootel 
appjiU in wbiob sabjbtutially simiUr 
tiijibijes were litigtteJ. T u siibi were 
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brought in one aase by the sons and 
grandsonSf and in another case by the 
sons only* of one Ghhittar Mai. In the 
suit out of which this appeal, No. 1515 of 
1913, arises, the plaintiffs were the sons 
and grandsons. The relief sought was a 
declaration that certain alienations of joint 
family property were not binding on the 
plaintiffs. There was a considerable array 
of defendants, of whom only one, Kannu 
Mai has contested the matter in second 
appeal before this Court. We are concern¬ 
ed, therefore, with the findings arrived at 
in the Courts below regarding two mort¬ 
gage-deeds in favour of Kannu Mai, one 
dated the 30th March 1904 and one dated 
the 9th of January 1906, The considera¬ 
tion for these bonds has been analysed by 
the learned Subordinate Judge who tried 
the suit in the drat instance. He has come 
to the conclusion that part of the oonside* 
ration for each of these bonds was due on 
account of antecedent debt and is binding 
on the sons and grandsons, la the case of 
each of these bonds part of the considera¬ 
tion was paid in cash at registration. The 
hading of the first Court, which has been 
affirmed by the lower Appellate Court, is 
to the effect that it has not been shown 
that this money was borrowed for any 
such legal necessity as to make the aliena¬ 
tion binding on the sons. On these find¬ 
ings the plaintiffs have been given a 
decree that each of these bonds is binding 
on them only to the extent of the antece¬ 
dent debt. Coming to this Court in second 
appeal Kannu Mai has raised various 
points. One of these is as to a finding of 
fact with regard to the question, whether 
a certain award and a decree passed in 
accordance with the same bad been actual¬ 
ly acted upon. If the decision of the 
Courts below on this point were 
wrong, it is possible that a question 
of limitation might arise : but we see no 
reason for bolding that the finding to 
the efieot that this award has been shown 
to have been acted upon, should be inter¬ 
fered with by us. Two other pleas of a 
technical nature have been raised, one as 
to the effect of the provisions of section 
41 of the Transfer of Property Act, IV of 
1882, on the position of the parties, and 
the other is as to whether the filing of 

these two suits does not contravene the 
provisions of Order 11, Rule, 2, of the Code 
of Civil Procedure. Wa are content to say 


that we find no force in these pleas. The 
latter has been more particularly dealt 
with by the lower Appellate Court and we 
agree with the view taken by the learned 
District Judge on the point. The substan¬ 
tial plea taken is that the Courts below 
have not considered the question, whether 
the money advanced at registration in 
respect of each of the two bonds in favour 
of Kannu Mai might not constitute a debt 
binding upon the sons, in view of their 
pious duty to satisfy their father’s debts 
not tainted with immorality. We cannot 
find that there was any plea to this effect 
taken in the Courts below, and naturally 
no such plea having been taken there has 
been no inquiry as to whether the debt in 
question could or could nob ba said to be 
tainted with immorality. We think, 
however, that the point does not really 
arise in a suit like the present and that it 
was rightly paasad over in the Courts be¬ 
low. It might arise in the event of Kannu 
Mai 8 obtaining a simple money daoroe on 
his bonds and aaeking to eaforoa the sama 
against the ancestral property. What the 
sons and grandsons are now contesting is 
the alienation; that is to say, tha question 
raised is whether the mortgage of tha 
family property as such is binding upon 
these plaintiffs in respect of those sums 
which were advanced cash down as 
consideration for the two mortgages. Ini 
the present state of authority in this Court, 
we think this question must be answered in 
the negative. The appeal, therfore, fails 
and we dismiss it with costs, including fees 
on the higher scale. ' 

The questions raised in the oonueobed 
Saooni Appeal No. 1516 of 1913 are sub¬ 
stantially identical, and that appeal must 
also fail. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Knox. J. 

Jwala Singh and others —Plaintiffs— 
Appellants 


T. 

Abdul Bazak und another —D cfondants 
—Respondents. 

I 

Sjoond Appeal No. 711 of 1914, deoid- 
ed on 1st Jane 1915, from the deoi sion of 
the Dist. J*, S'labjahanpury dated 4th 
March 1914. 


Grant — Ferry—Right to ply ferry by long 
user can be rebutted by evidence of Crown 
grant—Easements Act (5 of 1882), S. 15. 

The plalntill^ were the o.vnorj of Mouza R and 
the defeudant^ of ilfouziU. Betweeu villa^e^ 
K aud B flowed the river G. The plaintiffs 
alleged that they were entitled to ply boats 
across the river and to disembark passengers on 
land belonging to the defendants anl prayed 
that the defendants be res'.raiuid fram obstruct* 
ing : 


Held, that the use of a ferry by the zemindars 
of Mouza B, which bad been found t) be a loug 
and continuous use, was entitled to prevail until 
the plaintiffs, who were starting up an opposi¬ 
tion ferry, could show a Grown grant or oould 
give evidence from which a Crown grant could 
be presumed. [P. 271, C. 1.) 

Peare Lai Banerji —for Appellants. 


Iqbal Ahmad —>for Respondents. 


Judgment. —The plaintiffs-appellants in 
this Court describe themselves as zemin^ 
dars of Monza Rampur Jaiohand, Mahal 
Awal ; the defendants, they say, are 
zemindars of Mouza Bamhiana. The 


river Gara flows between the two villages. 
They add that the boats of both parties 
ply between the Mouzas Bamhiana and 
Kampur Jaiohand but the defendant No. 4 
in collusion with defendants No. 1 to 3 
has of late prevented the plaintiffs from 
plying their boats and has appropriated 
the whole income that results from the 
same ; in law and custom the owners of 
both villages are entitled to ply boats 
in the Gara betwean Rampur Jaiohand 
and Bamhiana. They prayed that the 
defendants may bo restrained from 
obstructing, and that damage may be 
awarded. Id d^feaoe the plea is taken 


that for a very long time the ferry at 
Bamhiana and the right to ply boats has 
always appertained to Mouza Bamhiana 
and the income resulting from the ferry 
has always been entered in the revenue 
papers of that village as sewai income. 

The Munsif of Tilbar, in whose Court 
the case was instituted» says in his judg¬ 
ment, It is clear from the statement of 
the plaintiffs* own witness, the pa^wart, 
that the defendants alone have been 
working the ferry referred to since the 
last Settlement.*' The plaintiffs had 
failed to prove that they at any time 
since the last Sattlemeut or before have 
ever worked the ferry on their own side. 

On the other hand, the defendants bad by 
their ovidonoe shown that they alone had 
boon NYoiking the ferry for more than 20 
years and iiad assured u right to do so by 
prescriptivo and adverse posBcssion. It 
hold, however, that a monopoly to a ferry 
Can only bo acquiesced by a Crown grant. 
For these reasons it decided that the 
plaintiffs wore entitled to start a rival 
ferry and that the defendants oould not 
restrain them. It accordingly granted the 
plaintiffs a decree to this effect, that they 
are entitled to ply their boats on the river 
between the villages referred to and that 
the dv^ fondauts be restrained from interfer¬ 
ing with their doing so. It pronounced 
no decision upon the question whether 
the plaintiffs have a right to embark and 
disembark passengers on the Bamhiana 
side, holding that it did not arise in the 
present case. The defendants went in 
appeal to the District Judge of Sbabjahan- 
pur. That Court held that for more than 
20 years ferry boats had been plying and 
the ferrymen bad taken leases from the 
defendants, the owners of the village 
Bamhiana, and the income arising from it 
is entered by the pufmari in the khatoni of 
that village; further, it held that the 
opposite bank of the river belongs to the 
defendants. The more fact that there is a 
right of way across the river does not 
give the plaintiffs the right to disembark 
passengers on the defendants' land. There 
is no public lauding place there which 
every one has the right to use. For these 
reasons it held that the phvntiffs had no 
right to a declaration that they were 
entitled to oarry passengers aorosa the 
river at this ferry and allowiiig the 
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appeal, it dUmissed the plaintiffs' claim which will include fees in this Court on 
with costs. the higher scale. 


The plaintiffe have come to this Court 
aod they oontend, flrst, that the defen^ 
dants have no monopoly to ply their boats 
aorosa the river and plaintiffs have equal 
rights with the defendants, next, that the 
Court below having found that there was 
a right of way from one village to the 
other aoroBS the river when it was dry, it 
follows that the plaintiffs could ply their 
boats over the river when it was full. The 
second plea was the one that was strongly 
urged. The learned Vakils argument was 
that as the public had the right to go 
down by a path or road to Rampur Jai- 
chand side, to cross the river when it was 
shallow, land on the Bamhiana side and 
take up their journey onwards, the defen¬ 
dants could not claim any monopoly to 
carry passengers across. When aekod to 
point out the law or custom on which the 
plaintiffs based their alleged right, the 
learned Vakil could point out neither. 
Several English cases were cited but I do 
not think that they are of much use in 
deciding this matter. The case, in my 
opinion, resolves itsalf into the question 
whether the plaintiffs have acquired any 
right to easement or to a right in the 
nature of an easement on the Bamhiana 
side of the river, when that involves a 
right to embark and disembark passengers 
on another's land. It is a misnomer to 
talk of a public road. Whatever might 
be the nature of the track from the river 
side onwards, that track is on land belong¬ 
ing to the zemindars of Bamhiana and 
the plaintiffs are really seeking to enforce 
a right in the nature of an easement, 
when they claim a right to embark and 
disembark passengers on the Bamhiana 
land. Following the view taken by the 
Calcutta High Court in Nityahari Boy 
v. Dvnne (1), I am prepared to hold that 
the use of a ferry by the zemindars of 
Bamhiana, which has been found to be 
a long and continuous use, is entitled to 
prevail until the plaintiffs who are starting 
up an opposition ferry can show a Crown 
grant or give evidence from which a Crown 
grant can be presumed. The result is 
that the appeal is dismissed with costs, 
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Appeal dismissed. 
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FULL BENCH 

Bichabds, C, J., Banebjee and 

TupbaLl, JJ, 

Birj Kumar Lai and Defend¬ 

ants—Appellants 


V. 

Sheo Kumar Missir and others —Plain¬ 
tiffs—Respondents, • 

Second Appeal No. 143 of 1914. decided 
on ^h May, 1915, from the decision of 
the Diat. J., Benares, dated ISth Septem. 
ber, 1913. 


cczijwo/ defeat usufructuary mortgagee 
before the Act by surrender. ^ ^ 


--- — uuiuiug was uauiructua- 

nly mortgaged for good consideration before the 
passing of the Agra Tenancy Act and where the 

mortgagor after passing of the Act relinquished 
the holding to defeat the mortgagee’s rights. 

Held, that the relinquishment was ineffectual 
against the mortgagee. 10 I.C. 573 Appr, of. 

[P. 272. C. 1.] 


Gulzari Lai for Appellants. 
^• Dube —for Respondents. 


Judgment, The facta connected with 
this appeal are extremely simple. Prior 
to the passing of the Agra Tenancy Act 
an occupancy tenant purported to mort¬ 
gage the occupancy tenancy. The term of 
mortgage was 59 years. In the year 
1911 the occupancy tenant entered into 
an arrangement with the zemindar to 
relinquish bis rights. The Court below 
has found that the mortgage was for oon- 
j I I . ard genuine. I» has found that 
the object of relinquishment was to defeat 
the mortgagee’s rights. The first Court 
dismissed the suit on the ground that the 
Civil Court had no jurisdiction. Mr. Dalai 
District Judge, on appeal reversed the 
decree of the Court of first instance and 
granted the plaintiff a declaration that the 
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relinquiabment was ineffeotnal against him, 
and also granted an injunction restraining 
the zemindar from interfering with the 
'plaintiff's possession. In our opinion the 
decision of the Court helow was correct. 
It is fully covered by the decision of this 
Court in the case of Jai Gopal Narain v. 
Umaii Dot (1), with which we still 
agree. We dismiss the appeal with costs 
including in this Court fees on tbe 
higher scale. Tbe objection is disallowed 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissed \ Objection disallowed. 


(1) 11911] 10 I.C. 573. 
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Ricttapps, C. J., and Eanebji, J. 

Dwarka Prasad —Defendant—Appellant 

V. 

Raja Ram ayid another —Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 348 of 1913, decided 
on 7th April 1915, from the decision of the 
Suh-J., Allahabad, dated 24th April 
1914. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908), S. 25— Mortgaor- 
bond payable by iustahnents—Suit pled after 12 
years according to iiregorian Calendar—Held 
suit barred—Test ulicn time begins to run is 
when plaintiff entitled to demand if »io 
instalment is paid. 

A morigngo bond executed on the 2^tli of July 
1892 provided that the nionov due under it 
should be paid in eight yearly instalments. Knch 
instalment had to bo paid on Magh Sudi Puran’ 
mashi of oaoh year. The last payment was to be 
made on Magh Sudi Puraumashi, 1958 corros* 
ponding to 14th of February 1900 : 

llcld^ that a suit on the bond brought on the 
l9th of July 1912 was barred by limitation and 
that Section 25 of the t.imitation Act did not 
apply to the case. 24 Cal. 382. Referred. 

The true te^t in a case of this kind is ou what 
date was the plaintiff entitled to demand his 
money, if payment was not made of any instal* 
nient fixed in the bi nd. [l\ 273. C. 1 ] 

Snndar Lai —for Appollanf. 

AL L, Agarwala~iox Respond otts. 

Judgment. This apj^eal atises out of 
a suit brought by tho plaintiflfs to ouforco 


payment of money due upon a mortgage 
executed on the 24th of July 1892. The 
question to be considered is whether the 
claim of the plaintiffs, which was instituted 
on the 19th of July 1912, is or is not 
time-barred. The bond provides that tbe 
amount secured by it should be paid in 
eight years “in this wav that we shall pay 
interest on the whole amount aforesaid 
at the rate of twelve annas per oent. per 
mensem and also Bs. 500 out of the 
principal on Puraumashi of Magh StUli 
of each year. The first instalment of 
interest and that of principal shall be 
payable on Puraumashi of Magh Sudi 
1949 jSam5a^ Similarly the instalment of 
principal and interest shall be payable 
each year on Puraumashi of Magh SudL 
We the debtors shall pay without objec¬ 
tion interest on the whole of the remaining 
amount and Rs. 500 out of the principal 
year by year.** There is a further clause 
in tho bond that in case of default in the 
payment of three instalments, tbe creditors 
would be entitled to realise the whole 
amount secured by the bond without wait¬ 
ing for the other instalments. 

Two contentions have been raised before 
us. The first is that default having been 
made in tho payment of instalments, the 
whole of the amount of the bond became 
duo when default was made in the payment 
of the third instalment, and accordingly 
calculating limitation from the data of that 
default tho claim is time barred. The 
second contention is that in any event the 
whole amount of the bond was re-payable 
ou Afagh Sudi Puraumashi 1956, oorres- 
ponding to the l4th of February 1900,and 
ns the suit was brought after twelve years 
from that date, it is equally barred by 
limitation. 

Holding the view that we do on the 
Bt’cond point, it is unnecessary to refer to 
the brat point. We are of opinion that 
having regard to tbe terms of the bond 
the amount of it became payable at the 
latest on Atagh Sudi Puraumashi of 
1956, that is to say, the date on which 
tho eighth instalment was payable. It is 
true that in the earlier part of the bond it 
is said that the debt was to be re-paid in 
eight years but this is qualified by tbe 
clause which follows, namely, the clause 
stating how the eight years were to be 
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onloulated- Tile true teat) in a caae/i^ 
fchia kind is on whafc date were the pla*°" 
tiffs entitled to demand their money 
payment was not made of the eight instal¬ 
ments fixed in the bond. If default was 
made on Magh Sudi Puranmashi 1956, 
oorresponding to the 14th of February 
1900, there can be no doubt that the cre¬ 
ditors would be entitled to demand their 
money on the expiry of that date, and it 
would be no answer to their demand for 
the money to say that they were bound 
to wait till the expiry of eight years 
calculated from the date of the bond 
according to the English Calendar. The 
whole question turns upon the intention 
of the parties and it seems to us that in 
this case the intention clearly was that 
payment of the instalments was to be 
made on the Hindi dates mentioned 
in the bond, and that the last payment 
was to be made on the date on which 
the eighth instalnaent was payable, name¬ 
ly, on Magh Sudi Puranmashi 1956, 
corresponding to the 14th of February 
1900. In this view Section 25 of the 
Liimitation Act has no application to a 
case of this kind. 

The learned Counsel for the respon¬ 
dents relied on the case of Latif-un^nUsa 
V. Dhan Runwar (1) and the oases referred 
to therein. 

The provisions of the bond in that case 
are not identical with those of the bond 
before us, and even in that case Mr. Justice 
Ameer Ali was of opinion that Section 25 
of the Limitation Act did not apply. He 
concurred with his learned colleague as 
there were doubts as to what the intention 
of the parties was under the document in 
that case. 

In our opinion the suit of the plaintiffs 
is time-barred and ought to have been 
dismissed. We accordingly allow the 
appeal, set aside the decree of the Court 
below and dismiss the suit with costs in 
both Courts. 

Appeal allowed. 


(1) (1897) 2A Cal. S82. 

1915—A. 35 
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Eichards, C. J. and Banebji, J, 

Ismail Khan —Applicant 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Grimiral Ref. No. 73 of 1915, decided 
on 26th February 1915, made by the S. J., 
Kumion. 

Po’^t Office Act. (6 of 1898). Ss. 19. 20,61 and 
70^S. 10 r/oes not apply to sending of cocaine 
and it is not offence under S. 61. 

Cocaine not befog an “explosive” or a danger¬ 
ous, 6Hby, “noxious’* or “deleterious substance” 
within the meaning of Section 19 of the Post 
Office Act, the sending of it by post is not an 
offence under S. 61 of the Post Office Act. 

[P. 274, C, 1.] 

C. J. A. Hoskins —for Applicant. 

A. E, Ryr>es-~ior the Crown. 

Judgment. —Ismail Khan has been 
convicted under Section 60-A of the Excise 
Act and under Section 61 read with Sec¬ 
tion 70 of the Post Office Act; on con¬ 
viction, on the first charge he was fined 
Rs. 200 and on the second one Rs. 100. 
The learned Sessions Judge to whom 
Ismail Khan appealed has affirmed the 
convictions but referred the matter to this 
Court for the purpose of having the sen¬ 
tences considered with a view to enhance¬ 
ment, Notice was duly served upon 
Ismail Kban and he has been represented 
by Mr. Hoskins as Counsel. Mr. Hoskins 
on his behalf urgeo, first, that both con- 
victims were illegal, and that in any 
event the ponisbrnent was sufficient. In 
our opinion the Court below was justified 
in finding that the accused had been guilty 
of an offence under Section 60-A of the 
Excise Act and that he was rightly con¬ 
victed. So far as the oouvietion under 
Section 61 read with Section 70 of the 
Post Office Act is ooucarned, we think that 
the conviction was not justified by law. 
Section 70 of the Post Office Act, VI of 
1898, provides that any person, “who 
abets the commission of any offence 
punishable under the Act or attempts to 
commit any offence so puDishable, shall 
be punishable with the punishment pro¬ 
vided for that offence.” We have now to 
see what offence Irmail Ebau is alleged to 
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have abetted. Section 61 is the only 
section referred to. That section provides 
that “whoever in contravention of the 
provisions of Siction 19 or Section 20 
sends or tenders or makes over in order to 
be sent by post any postal article or any¬ 
thing sball be punishable with imprison¬ 
ment for a terra which may extend to one 
year or with fine, or with both.” We 
have now to see whether any person in 
contravention of the provisions of Sec¬ 
tion 19 or Section 20 sent any article by 
post. Section 19 is as follows •—“Except 
as otherwise provided by rule and subject 
to such conditions as may be prescribed 
thereby, no person shall send by post any 
explosive, dangerous, filthy, noxious, or 
deleterious substano*', any sharp instru¬ 
ment not properly ]>rotected, or any living 
creature which is either noxious or likely 
to injure pistil articles in course of trans¬ 
mission by post or any offieor of the Po^t 
Office." Clausti (2) “no poison shall send 
by post any aiticlo or thing whinh is likely 
to injure postal articles in course of trans¬ 
mission by post or any officer of the Post 
Office." It is quito clear that the 
provisions of S'.-ction 20 have no bearing 
on the case. It seems to us that the 
provisions of S .'ctiou 19 rtally deal with 

the Bonding of articles or arJrnals )n’ jiost 
which will 1)0 likely to iiquro any p'^rson 
occupied in tlio ex- futmii of the Post OlVieo 
woi k, or wliieli Miipht h-- lilody to c\us6 
'injury to uit ('h s in tin; o; iiis ■ of tranF- 
jmission througii tho [ o>t. It tioes not 
Boom to aim at the rest^iotion of any 
trade. It is veiy hard to say that G came 
could ho oousidcrLd to ho an “ explos.ve ", 
or a dungeiouK, filthy, “noxious" or “th-le- 
terious suhstmuo" witliin the nu ining of 
the section. No doubt the abuse of cocaiuo 
may he foil by vmy goiious Cols.- 
quonces but this, it, seeinfl to us, is not 
what the section was intend('('( to provide 
against. It is said iluit rules have been 
made to prevent the sending of these 
artiolos liy pent. The s nding of aiticlos hy 
post in uoribiavnntion of tho rules so tnndo 
does not seem to ho an ollenco under 
Section 61, which only deals with the 
Bonding of artiulra in contravontion of 
Section 19 and Section 20. We think, 
therefore, t.liat tho accused was wrongly 
convicted of an ollenco undor tho Post 
Ofiioo Act. Wo think, lio vovor, that the 
sentonoe under Section GO-A of tho Excise 


Act was inadequate. We, therefore, set 
as'de the conviction under Section 70 read 
with Ssebion 61 of the Post Office Act and 
acquit the accused of that offence and 
remit the fine. We enhance the sentence 

under Section 60-A. of the Excise Act 

* 

to a sentence of three month’s simple 
imprisonment in addition to the fine of 

Eg. 200. The fine of Rs. 100, if paid, 
will be refunded. 

Ordtr moHfled. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 274 

ChAMIEU and PiGGdTT, JJ, 

Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Salim un-yU'<a — Dofeudant-Respon- 
deut. 

Fiiet Appeal No, 45 of 1915, decided 
on 31st May 1915, from an order of the 
Addl. Suh-J., Aligirh, dated 19;h January 
1915. 

Jurisillction —Civi7 or Rcvttine Courts—Suit 
for lia'lvotion of title between rival claimants 
or altent,itii\'!u for ics<es^ion of occupancy 
holJitig IS cognizable by Civil Court. 

A suit between riv.rl cldmrnts to an occu* 
pnnoy ItoMing, to which the laiidlor.l is no party, 
for H (iochr.viou of litla or in (he alternative for 
pos'Osiiot) is co,^ni'/.able by a Civil (. ourl. 11 I.C. 
2oS and 27 I.C. 913, Foil. [W 275, C. l.l 

S. Gi—for Appellant. 

Ibn-i-Ahma I —for Rospondout. 

Judgment. —Tho point of Uw raised 
by this second a(n''oal is whether a suit 
by one persou claiming to bo the ooou- 
pauoy tenant of a certain holding against 
another person also claiming to be the 
oooupvnoy tenant of the s^me holding, in 
which the relief sought is a deolanttion of 
the plaintiff's title or in tho alternative 
recovery of possession, where the 
dar to whom tho rent of tho holding is 
payable ia no party, is maintainable in a 

Civil Court. Sitting singly wo have both 
of us bst u disposed to take the same view 
on this oontrovi rted-{loiut as did another 
learned Judge of this Court, on the 
strength of whoso reported decision the 
lowjr .\ppellate Court has dismissed the 
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suit. We find, however, tbB.t so far as 
reported decisions of two Judges of this 
Court go, there is a strong concensus of 
opinion the other way. Wo may refer to 
the cases of Bhup v. Bam Lai (1) and 
Kanhi Earn v. Durga Prasad (2). We 

think it better that thero should be 
uniformity of decision Ui.on a question 
of this sorb; and whatever our personal 
opinion regarding this point of law may 
be, we are satisfied that we should, sitting 
as a Bench, follow the trend of authority 
in this Court. We accordingly allow this 
appeal, set aside the decision of the lower 
Appellate Court and, as that Court has 
dismissed the suit upon a preliminary 
point, we return the case to the said Court 
with directions to restore the appeal to 
the file of pending appeals and oisposo of 
it according to law. Coats of this appeal 
will abide the event. 

Appeal allowed ; Case returned. 

(1) [1911 11 LC. 268 = 33 AH. 795. 

(2) 11915 27 I.C. 913 = 37 All. 223. 
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EicHAEDS, CJ. AND BaneKJI, J, 

Bisheshar Das and others —Plaintiffs- 
Appeliants 



Ambika -Pershad—Defendant-Respon¬ 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 581 of 1914, decided 
on 1st June 1915, from a decision of the 
Sub-J., Allahabad, dated 2l6t Februaiv 
1914. 


(a) Civil P.C. {V oj 1908) 0. 38. /?r. 5 and lo 
—/?. 5 confers no right by attachment. 

{a) Au attachment before judgment confers 
no right in the property on the party who obtains 
the order of attachment. [p, 276, C. 1 ] 

(b) Civil P, C. (F of 1908), S. 73. and O 21 
Rr. 52 and Gs—iSale price of pcrisha})le ■ ro'- 
perty attached and sold before judgment deho. 
sited^Plaintiff's attachment of the money 
Qancelled—PlatnUff sued for declaration of 
being entitled to the deposit^Held plaintiff 
entitled in spite of previous attachment by 
de/endants^Blaintijf's suit lay. 


(h) Certain property of a perishable nature 
was attached before judgment by the defendant 
and the property was sold^aiid the proceeds de¬ 
posited in Ccurt. The pla'i;.tiffs also obtained a 
decree against the same party and applied for 
execut'ou by attachment of the money in Court 
and obtained an order of payment. On the 
defendant taking objection, the order was 
cancelled. Then plaiut'ffs then sued for a 
declaration that they were entitled to the 
amount of their decree out of tie proceeds 
deposited in Court. 

tleld, (1) that the priority of atlachnieut gave 
r-o priority cf tnie to the ( oloudauts who could 
not, therotore, object to the nionoy being paid to 
the pbintifis. [P. 276. C. J & 2.] 

(2) that the plaintiff's w’cro ontitlLd to iijainiain 
*he suit. ( 1 *. 276, C. 2 & P. 277. C. 2.\ 

La'Ui Prasad ZuUhi —for Api'cllants. 
Harihaas Sahai and S. N. for 

Rospondent, 


Richards, C J. —This appeal arises out 
ot a suit in which the plaintiffs sought a 
declaration that they wore entitled to 
Es. 627-9-6 out of a sum which bad been 
deposited in Court. The facts are as fol¬ 
lows, Ambika Pd:sl.ad brought a suit 
against Mahbub and othc-rs. Before judg¬ 
ment he attached iTopcrby vvhich belonged 
to Mahbub, under the provisions of Order 
XXXVIII of the Code of O.vil Procedure. 
The property being of a perishable nature, 
it was sold and the proceeds were lodged 
in Court on the 29bh of March 1911. It 
is out of this sum that the plaintiffs seek 
to bo paid the amount of a decree. The 
plaintiffs obtained t' eir decree on the 
12tb of September 1911. Tliey made an 
application for execution hy “attachment” 
of the money in C''urt on i he lOfch of 
January 1912. T he Court niade an order 
on the 2l8t of February 1912, in which it 
is stated tlvit the i;rojx-rtj' having been 
attached the itonc-y should ho paid to the 
decrec-boldera upon application. An 
application for payment was made on the 
23rd of February 1912. On the 26bh of 
February 19l2. A^ib? ka made an objection 
to the money l)fiog paid to the decree- 
holders on the grout'd that h.o had attach¬ 
ed it before judgment. The Court on this 
objection refused to allow the money to 
be paid cut to tho decree-holdersj who 
are the plaintiffs in lire xiresent case. 
Ambika got bisdeerro on the lO^h of 
April 1912. It seems to me that we have 
to consider, what were the rights of the 

decree-holders on the 23rd of February 
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1912, that ie to eayi were they entitled by 
law to have their decree satished out of the 
money deposited in Court? If they were, 
they are entitled to a decree in the present 
suit provided that their remedy lay by 
suit. Order XXXVIII, rule 5, provides 
for attachment before judgment. Proper¬ 
ty can only be attached before judgment 
upon the Court being satisfied that the 
defendant, with intent to obstruct or delay 
the execution of any decree that may bo 
given against him, is about to dispose of 
the whole or any part of bis property, or 
that he is about to remove the whole or 
part of his property from the local li-cits 
of the jurisdiction of the Court. It seems 
to me absolutely clear that as it is only to 
prevent one or other or both of these 
things that attachment before judgment is 
allosved, such attachment oonfers no right 
in the property on the plaintiff who ob¬ 
tains the order. Everything remains as 
before the attachment, save that it has 
been taken out of the power of the defen¬ 
dant to dispose of the property attached 
or remove Jt out of the jurisdiction. If 
there was the least coubt about the 
matter, it is set at rest by the provisions 
Order XXXVill, rule 10, which is as 
follows:—‘‘Attaobment before judgment 
shall not affect tho rights, (Xisting prior 
to tho attaolmont, of persons cot parties 
to the suit, nor bar any person holding a 
decree against the defendant from ai'ply- 
ing for the sale ol the property iiudir 
attachment in tXtcution of such decree." 
Supposing, tbeieforc, that the piopeity 
had not been of a perishable nature but 
hud been simply attached before judgment, 
the pluintitlb woui'^ have been entitled to 
have attached the itioperly, hud it sold and 
obtained i>aiment under their decree. 
Ambika would Luvo hua no right of any 
sort to object to the decree of the plain¬ 
tiffs being dibchurgtd. Some attempt bus 
been made to contend that the luct that 
tho pioptity has been turned into money 
altered the circumstances. 1 ibink ibat is a 
naobt unreusenabit' contention. In my opi¬ 
nion the Luone>, which rupreseiitcd the 
property which huu been aitnehod bclore 
judgment, is to bo tieuted in ciuclly the 
same \vu> as tho piopeity would have 
been, with this uiheHi.ce only that of 
couiau lliero is no eali. Uitder these 
circumstuLceB it eerins to me that the 

plaintiffs were oleaily cuttlkd on the 23id 

of Februttiy to bine bad tbeir deeuo 


satisfied out of the money deposited in 
Court. 

It is next argued that the dispute bet¬ 
ween the plaintiffs and Ambika had to be 
decided by the Court in which the money 
was deposited and that no suit lay. Order 
XXI, Rule 52, provides that **where pro¬ 
perty which has been attached is in the 
custody of the Court, any question of title 
or priority arising between the decree- 
holder and any other person not being the 
judgment-debtor, claiming to be interested 
in such property by virtue of any assign¬ 
ment, attachment or otherwise, shall be 
determined by such Court.” Order 
XXXVIII, Rule 8, provides that "where 
any claim is preferred to property attached 
before judgment, such claim shall be 
investigated in the manner hereinbefore 
provided for the investigation of claims to 
property attached in execution of a decree 
for the payment of money." Order XXI, 
Rule 63, provides "where a claim or an 
objection is preferred the party against 
whom an order is made may institute a 
suit to establish the right which he claims 
to the property in dispute, but subject to 
the result of such suit, if any, the order 
shall bo conclusive." It seems to me that 
the effect of Order XXXVllI, Rule 8, is 
to incorporate the provisions of Order XXI, 
and amongsfthem the provisions of Rule 63. 
The Court accordingly having investigated 
tho claim of the decree-holders, the 
plaintiffs in the present suit, and made 
an order against them, the effect of which 
was that they were not allowed to receive 
payment of their decree, they are entitled 
to institute a suit. 1 hold, therefore, that 
the piresent suit is maintainable. I would 
allow the appeal and decree the plaintiffs' 
claim. 

Banerii, J .—I have arrived at the 
same ooLclusicn. Tie first question to 
be detenuintd is, whether the Court below 
was juelibed in ordering a rateable distribu¬ 
tion. It 18 clear from the provisions of the 
Code of Civil Piootdure that priority oi 
aUuohment gives no priority of title. Order 
XXXVIil, Rule 10, clearly provides that 
where property has been attached before 
juugment, tbub oiruumstanoe does not 
preclude any other judgment-creditor of 
the judgment-debtor from attaching the 
same property and proceeding to the sole 
of it. It is obvious from the provisions of 
that rule that notwithstanding aja 
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menfi before judgment, any other creditor, 
who has obtained a decree, may proceed to 
execution and cause the property attiched 
to be sold. The effect of the attachment 
before judgment, is only to prevent the 
debtor from dealing with the property, but 
the property still continues to be his. 
Therefore, the plaintiffs in the present case 
were entitled to attach the money which 
was in Court, being the proceeds of the 
sale of the property attached before judg¬ 
ment. As the Court made an order on the 
23fd of February 1912f directing the money 
attached to be paid over to the plaintiffs, 
the plaintiffs were entitled to receive that 
money and the Cou't or the defendant 
Ambika Prasad could not deprive them of 
their right to get the money. Had Ambika 
Prasad already obtained a decree on the 
date on which the money was ordered to 
be paid to the plaintiffs and bad he applied 
for execution, different eqai!;its might 
arise. It may be that when several decree- 
holders have caused the same property to 
be attached, but to whose case Section 73 
of the Code of Civil Procedure does not 
strictly apply, they would bo entitb-d to 
a rateable distribution on general principles 
of justice, equity and good conEoienoe. 
But that is not the case here. It is not 
necessary, therefore, to express any 
opinion on the point. In the present case, 
as I have said above, Ambika Prasad had 
not obtained his decree when the Court 
ordered the money in deposit, attached by 
the plaintiffs, to be paid over to them. Had 
the property not been of a perishable 
nature, and had it not been already sold, the 
plaintiffs would have been entitled to get it 
sold, and after the sale to have their decree 
satisfied out of tbe proceeds of the 
Bale, and there is nothing in the Code to 
prevent their doing so merely because 
Ambika Prasad had caused the same pro¬ 
perty to be attached before judgment. He 
had not obtained a decree and had not ap¬ 
plied for execution. Section 73 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure would not apply 
to a case of this kind, because this was 
not a case in which several decree-holders 
bad before the realisation of assets applied 
^or execution of their decrees. 

There remains the other question as to 
whether such a suit is maintainable. As 
has been pointed out by the learned Chief 
Justice Rule 52 and the subsequent rules 
in Order KXl are, by reaeon of the provi¬ 


sions of Order XXXVILI, Rule 8, applic¬ 
able to cases of attachment before judg¬ 
ment.' Under Rule 52 of Order XXI the 
Cmrt which holds the property is the 
Court which must decide all claims made 
in respect of it, whether arising from 
assignment or attachenent or otherwise. 
The mode of investigation is provided for 
by Rule 58 and the subsequent rules, but 
in all cases when an order is made, the 
defeated party is entitled to briog a suit 
to establish his right under Rule 63. The 
language of that rule differs from that of 
Section 283 of the old Code of Civil 
Procedure. Under that section a party 
was allowed to bring a suit when an order 
had been passed against him under Sec¬ 
tions 280, 281 and 282. There is no such 
limitation in Order LXtII and this alter¬ 
ation appears to have been deliberately 
made by the Legislature to include all 
oases of orders of this kind passed under 
Order XXI, including orders under 
Rule 52. I find that under tbe old Code 
of Civil Procedure, it was held that where 
an order was made under Section 272, 
which corresponds to the present Rule 52 
a suit would lie to set aside the order 
[Tikum Singh v. Sheo Ram Singh (1), 
Toe present suit was, in my opinion 
clearly maintainable. 1 also would allow! 
the appeal. 

By the Court .—Tbe order of the 
Court is that the appeal be allowed, the 
decree of the Court b^dow set aside and 
the decree of the Court of first instance 
restored with costa in all Courts, inolud- 
ing in this Court fees on the higher 
scale* 

Appeal allowed, 

(1) [1892} 19 Cal,’286. .. 
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ChAMIEK and PlGGOXT, JJ, 

{^^uhammad) Inam^ullah Khan-- 
Judgment-debtor—Appellant 

V. 

Narain Das — Dcoree-holder — Rga.. 
pondent. 

First Appeal No. 185 of 1914, decided 

on 21st April 1914, from an order of the 
Bub-J„ Agra* 
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Civil P. C. (Vo/ 190SJ. O. 38, P. 5. and O. 39, 

B. I —Suit on mortgage of right to collect 
maliksna dues — Order restraining r>.ceipi of 
dues in execution of the decree is uitra Yfres. 

The appellant mortgaged to the respondent bis 
right to receive rnalikana duos from a number of 
villages and a decree fer sale was passed on the 
mortgage. Ihit before the sals tbe decrce-nolder 
obtained an order restraining the judgment* 
debtor from receiving tbe malikana dues. 

Held, that tbe Court bad no power either to 
attach the malikana duos or to jircvent tbe ap- 
pollanl from receiving them. 

[P, 278. C. 1.] 

Abdul Raoof— for Aiipcllant. 

Shiani I\ri!ihnu Dor—{or RespoDdeufe. 

Judgment. —This appeal uriBce out of 
on order possed it- the courgo of i>roceed- 
iiigs taker, to (X rute a decree dated, 
Novcrnlior 23rd, 1911, It a. itu!8 that 
in August 1901* tho nppMlant u orf^^aged 
ito tho rrspODcitUt ) is nglit lo receive 
what oro depcril td us talukdari 
tnalika^ a dura from u t uaibcr of 
villages. A df'creo nisi for sale of tho 
'piOpt'rt> v.'iisjasstd in favour of tho rts- 
poniieut Oil N ,'Vr. liihu' 23id, 1911. Tluro 
was an A.r'p III to tins Coiul whicit waS 
dismissed in Ann! 1913, ond an oidcr ab¬ 
solute for fiih; of tho was poesed 

ou J'ohruiuy lOih, 1914. in Muroh ol the 
Saiii': your the rtspoijUtnt apj iiid lot sale 
Ol tho proiicity. Notice was issued to tho 
uppelli'ut wlio i>Uu furwaid oiOcCtiuiiS. 

I Those ohjections were ultiirmtcly liisuiisstd 
and an ori.cr w.is made that the propoity 

should lio eolu. On Juli lOtii, 1914, tho 
resi-ondent apphtd. to the Ouurl to issue an 
iijjunction lo Itu. ’ pi-rllant rt straining him 
from rtceiving tlio muhkanu dius. At fir»t 
sight it flooma to ho au aiiidiualion uudor 
Order XXXIX, Rule i ol Lho Couo of 
Civil Pioutuur. , but irom ctitam e>pus- 
sious used ill tho application it may have 
boen an applicaliou under Order 

XXAVIU, Rule 5 tf the CoUu of Civil 

rroeediuo. The Court ex parte mude au 

order as prayed lu.d issued uijunction. 

Objections WOK' ]‘Ut forsMvid which wero 

disnussed and tbf %'atic order of tho 

Court was muiidiiim d. Tin's is an ai^n al 
against tliu last-im ulioiied onier. 


k 
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As the appellant has a right of appeal 
whether it was an order of attacbmeut or 
an order for the is^ue of injunotioD, it is 
unnecessary to consider whether it was 
passed under Order XXS^VllI, or under 

Order XXXIX, of the Code of Civil Pro- 
oedurc. lu appeal it is contended that 
the Court had no power either to attach 
the malikana dues or to prevent the ap¬ 
pellant by injunction from receiving them. 

It is contended that all that tbe respondent 
is entitled to do, under his decree, is to 
have the property sold. For the respond¬ 
ent it is contended that it is competent to 
a Court to attach property in a case of 
this kind, at all events where it is clear 
that, in the event of tiie mortgaged property 
not realizing sufficient to satisfy the decree, 
a decree can bo passed under Cider 
XXXIV, Rule 6. We will assume, for the 
purposes of this appeal, that the property 
mortgaged will not realize sudicieot to satis¬ 
fy tbe decree. It appears bo us clear that 
tho cane does not fall oilhor within Order 
XXXVJlI, Ruled or within Oicer 
XXXIX, Rule 1 of tf.cCodo of Civil 
Procedure, There is no suggestion that 
the appellant is about to dispose of the 
whole or any 1 ait of hia property, or re¬ 
move it from the jurisuiotion of tho Court,or 
that any pioptily iu dispute is in danger of 
being wasted, or that the appellant intends 
to remove his property with a view of de¬ 
frauding hia oreditoiS. All that the ap¬ 
pellant in the present case insists upon 
doing is recti\ing the income of the pro¬ 
perty until a Sale takes place* In the last 
resort it is contended that the Court was 
just,tied iu patsing the order under appeal 
citbtr under clause (c) or clause (e) of Sec¬ 
tion 94 of the Code ol Civil Picoedure. It 
is a iiut&tiou whether tho ciauses referred 
to are intended to authorise a Court to grant 
I njuuebions or to make attachments in oases 
not providt-d for by the Orders or rules* 
\Vo may assume that it was intended to 
give the Court powers outside the Orders 
and rules in vXoeptioual oases, lu tho 

prosout case, we see no reason to take 

action of an extraordinary ohtUftctor. The 

order aljsoluto for sale was nob passed 

uubil Februaiy 1914, and it cannot be 

said that the uppellaut lias for any great 

length of time preveuted the respondent- 

deoroe-bolder from ouforoing his decroo* 
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Assuming, therefore, that Section 94 can 
be oonstrued in the way suggested by the 
respondent, we are not prepared to hold 
that the present case is covered by that 
aeotioD. It seems to us that the Court 
below was not justified in either attaching 
the malihana dues or restraining the ap¬ 
pellant by injunction from receiving them. 
We allow tbe appeal and set aside the 
order of the Court below. The respond¬ 
ent will pay the appellant’s costs of this 
appeal. The record should be sent back 
at once so that (rrther execution may not 
be delayed. 

Appeal allowed. 
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ClUMlER AND PlGOlOTT, JJ. 

Allahabad Trading and Banking Cor¬ 
poration Ltd —Petitioner-Aj I'licariu 

V. 

Ghulam Muhammad an I others — 
Opposite Parties-RespOEdents. 

First Appetil No.49 of 1914, decided on 
6th April 1915, from an order of febo 
Dist.jJ., Ailahabud, dated 11th Mtrch 
1914. 

Provincial Insolvency Act (III of 1907), S. .71 
—Creditor made sole agent for sale of debtor's 
hooks with condition that sale ^H'ocecds arc to 
he credited towards dehi—Credilor is a secured 
creditor. 

Where an agreement was entered into between 
a deblor and his creditor whereby the latter was 
appointed the sole agent for the sale of all books 
already published or thereafter to be published 
by tbe debtor with a condition that the sale-pro¬ 
ceeds, after deducting the commission, was to be 
credited towards the discharge of the debt: 

Held, that the creditor was entitled to be re¬ 
garded as a secured creditor. 

[P. 279. C.2 & P. 280. C. 2.] 

Secured creditor means a person holding a 
^mortgage, charge, or lien upon property of the 
debtor or any part thereof as security for the debt 
due to him from the debtor. (P. 280, C. 2.] 

Satish Chandra Banerjee and Sarat 
Chandra Chaudhuri —for Appellant. 


Htrehdia Kiuhno Ji'vkerji, S. J. 
Shopoo’-jee, Girdhari Lol Agarwala, 
Ladii Prasad Zutdii and Uma Shankar 
Bajpai — f 0 r Rc si‘;onden18, 

Judgment.—The only queation for 
decision in this appeal is whether the ap¬ 
pellant, tbe Allahabad Trading and 
Banking Corporation, Limited, is entitled 
to be regarded as a secured creditor of the 
respondent, Ghulam Muhammad, who has 
been declared an insolvent. The appellant 
Bank rests its claim to be regarded as a 
secured creditor (1) upon an agreement, 
dated October the 18th 1910,(2) upon 
Ssetion I7i of the Indian Contract Act, 
and (3) upon Section 221 of the same Act, 
The learned District Judge has held that 
all three g''ounds are untenable. As re¬ 
gards tbe ^ecoid and tlti-d grounds we 
may content oarselvcs with sa-ying that 
we agree with th-:* Courr i);-lowtbat neither 
Section 171 nor S. ction 2dl d the Cont¬ 
ract Act gives tbe a.pr-e!Unt finy lien on 
the property in qiir-stior. The first 
ground j equir-, s careful examina ior. The 
agreeri'eut ah >vo montior.ed was entered 
into between Ohul irn Mubaminad «-nd his 
wife, Sh ih^idi, on tho one 

hand and the appellant Biidc on the 
other. It begins bv appointing the Bmk 
s^le ai^ent for tl)o sale of all book? already 
published or to I'e liubl'sh- d thereaftet- hy| 
the City Press niid Messrs. G. A. Asghir 
and Co. It appears th ;.t Ghulam Muham¬ 
mad and his wifo were owners of the City 
Press Pvod carried on Im^inr-ss also under 
the uime of M :=sr3, G. A. Asghar «Sc 0 5 . 
The an nointmeefc of the Bank as the solo 
agent of Ghukim Muhammad and his wife 
for tbe sale of tbe books is declared to be 
subjjccto several terms or conditions. 
The first condition i=), shortly, that all 
books then in stock and all books to be 
published thfre-jft--r are to be ni ide over 
at once to the apja lUnt Bank and the 
liability of the Bank in respect of the 
books made over to them is specified. The 
second condition is thit a commission 
of eight per cent, will bo allov-c-d to the 
Bank on tho net value of ail book': sold 
by it, except school and college books on 
which a commission of to.: per cant, will 
be allowed. The t'lird condition is that 
the sale proceeds ot the hooks reali/.ed by 
the Bank shall bs placed to Ibo credit of 
Ghulam Muhammad's and Musammat 
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Shahzadi’fl joint loan account every 
month after deducting the commission due 
to the Bank. Toe fourth clause deals with 
discounts. The fifth with the giving of 
credit to purchasers. The sixth with the 
question of advertising books for sale. The 
seventh clause provides that the agree¬ 
ment shall continue as long as Ghulam 
Muhammad and Musammat Shahzadi re¬ 
main owners of the City Press and the 
firm of Messrs. G. A. Asghar & Co., and 
as long as the appellant Bank continues. 
The eighth condition (so called) is an 
undertaking by one Ram Charan Shukul, 
on behalf of the appellant Bank, to act as 
the sole agent of the City Pfcss and of 
Asghar & Co., on the terms and condi¬ 
tions set out in the agreement. The appel¬ 
lant Bank relies prir cipally upon the third 
clause of the agrcomont. namely, that 
which provides that the sale proceeds 
shall be credited to the joint loan ac¬ 
count of Ghulam Muhammad and /17«- 
sammat Shahzidi. On behalf of the gene¬ 
ral body of creditors, ic is contended that 
the agreement of Octobar the ISfch, 
1910 evidences no more than a contract of 
agency, and it is argued that the parties 
cannot have intended to make the books 
security for any particular loan, seeing 
that it is expressly provided that the 
agreement is to l^sc so long as the two 
businesses owned by Ghalim Muham-nad 

and his wife exist, and so long as the 
appellant Buik continvu'S to do business; 
it is said that if t'iO intention had hoer to 
make the booKs seoinity for the benefit of 
the appell'int Buik,8omo express iirovi- 
sions would have been made regarding 
proceeds of sale after the loan was paid ofi. 
Stress is also laid on the fact that the 
agreement dot s not in express terms confer 
either a lieu or a charge on the R mk. 

The learned District Jud-io says that 
the claim of the Buib bafed uimn the 
agreement of Ojtober the 185b, 1910, is 
obviously untenable, for the agreement 
does not iirovido that books eh.iU bo 
regarded as security for the debt or that 
the creditors shall have a lien on them, 
and that the third clause, on which the 
Bank relies so much, prescribes merely the 
way in which the sale proceeds shall be 
applied. On liehalf of the Bank it is 
contended that the agroemont should ho 
construed as a whole, and that the test is 
whether the parties to the agreement 


intended that the Bank should, under it, 
have special facilities for recovering the 
advanofs which it bad made. The expres¬ 
sion “secured creditor** is not defined in the 
Provincial Insolvency Act. For the purposes 
of this case both sides are content to ncoepf 
the definition contained in the English 
Bankruptcy Act, according to which 
secured creditor means a person bolding a 
mortgage, charge* or lien upon the property 
of any debtor or any part thereof as 
security for the debt due to him from the 
debtor. The word security is not defined 
in the Indian Act or in the English Act. 

Oq behdf of the Biuk it is c^atonded 
that the word means and includes anythiug 
that makes payment of the money more 
secure or the money more readily recover¬ 
able. There can be no doubt that the 
agreement wis intended to give the appel¬ 
lant B \nk the exclusive right to sell all the 
books published by tho debtor and his wife 
and to appropriate the whole of the pro¬ 
ceeds, after payment of th? commission, 
towards the disobage of the joint loan 
account. According to the agroemont tbs 
Bank had a right not only to retain, when 
handed over the books of the debtor and 
his wife aud sell them, as provided in the 
agreement, but a right to cull upon the 
debtor and bis wife to deliver all books, as 
they were published, for tho purpose of 
being sold l)y the B mk. It seems to us 
invoossible to avoid tbe conclusion that tho 
intention was to confer a seoiuity upon the 
Bvnk. A question might arise us to 
whotbor the general body of creditors 
would not be entitled to any surplus 
pr .'oeous available after disobarge of tho 
B fcnk *9 claim. Wn are informed, however, 
that there is no prospect of tiiore being any 
biluico after the discharge of the Bank's 
ohiin and that wo need not consider the 
question any further. We hold that thei 
agreement was intended to give the appel-; 
lint Binkalioii or charge on the books! 
and that, therefore, the Bank is entitled to| 
bo regarded as a secured creditor. We' 
allow this appeal and set aside tho order of 
tho District Judge. Costs of this appeal and 
of the prouoedinga in tho Court below will 
ho paid out of the estate. In the oiroums- 
tauoes this means that tho appoilant Bank 
will bo entitled to add its costa to tho 
amount duo to it under the agreement. 

*4ppe/i/ allowed* 
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Eichards, C. J. and Piggott, J. 

Basul Khan and others — Appellanfes 

V, 

Emperor —Respondent. 

Criminal Appeal No. 60 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 26fch March, 1915, from an order of 
the S. J., Aligarh. 

PenaX Code [XLV of mo), Ss. 149 and 302— 
Death happening in lathi charge with object of 
rescuing cattle—All guilty under S. 302. 

In an attempt to rescue certain cattle from 
being driven to the pound one of the persona of 
the accused party ordered the others to use 
their lathis and beat the other party. The lathis 
were at once used with the result that one of the 
opponents died : 

Held, that the offence was committed in 
furtheranod of the common object of the party 
and each one of the accused was guilty of an 
offence under S. 302 of the Penal Code. 

[P. 281,0. 2], 

C. Dillon and Muhammad Haineed 
Ullah — for Appellants. 

a, Malcomson — for the Grown, 

Judgment :—This is an appeal by nine 
persons against convictions under S 302 
read with S. 149 of the Indian Penal Code 
and sentences of transportation for life. 
The main facts of the case are proved 
beyond all possible doubt- The cattle of 
the accused s party were trespassing and 
apparently doing considerable damage to 
the crop growing in a field belonging to 
the complainants. The complainants’ party 
drove off the cattle and were bringing 
them to the pound. Some twelve or 
thirteen persons rushed down armed with 
lathis to rescue the cattle. Ranne Khan, 
appellant, at once gave the command to 
rescue the cattle and to use their lathis. 
The appellants’ party at once proceeded to 
carry out the order. One of the complain¬ 
ants’ party, a man named Lekha. ran away 
for about tan paces pursued by three men, 
all of whom are amongst the appellants’ 
namely, Risul Khan, Hakim AH o,nd 
Ashraf. They surrounded him, cutting 
off his retreat. AH the witnesses agree 
that Rasul struck him with a lathi on the 
top of tliG head. The witnesses also agree 
that ho was struck by Ashraf and Hakim 
All. Ti) 0 i '0 is some discrepancy as to 
which of these two last montionod persons 
actually struck him on the head, but he 
was struck again on the head with a lathi. 
He was struck with lathis even after he* 
fell to the ground. The attack was un¬ 
provoked, save about the cattle, and the 
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complainants’ party were unarmed. The 
medical evidence shows that Lekha receiv¬ 
ed two fractures of the skull,-on the right 
and left temple. He also had a contusion 
over the left side of the chest and over the 
left eye. Death resulted almost immedi¬ 
ately. Another of the complainants’ party, 
named Cbuta, received injuries, which 
caused compound fractures of both bones 
of the right arm and a simple fracture of 
the left arm. Another man. Puran, suffer¬ 
ed compound fracture of the right ulna. 

We have first to consider what was the 
offence which caused the death of Lekha 
These blows on the head with lathis were 
undoubtedly sufficient in the ordinary 
course of nature to cause death. They 
were intentionally struck and death re¬ 
sulted. The ^ appellants’ party seem to 
have acted with considerable ferocity and 
crue ty. In our opinion the evidence 
amply justifies the finding that an offence 
under S. 302 was committed. 

We have next to consider whether or 
not this offence was committed in "pursu- 
anc 0 ’_ of the common object of the appel¬ 
lants party. All the members of this 
party came down armed with lathis, and 
the man who seems to have been the most 
influential amongst them, namely, Ranne 
ordered them to use their lathis, and the 
lathis were at once used with the result 
which wa have stated before. Taking the 
evidence as a whole, we think that it is 

impossible to say tiiat the offence, which 

was lo fact committed, was not committed 
in prosecution of the common object” 
Section 149 pvovidea "that where an, 
onence IS committed by any member of 

an unlawful assembly in prosecution of 
the common object of that .assembly every 
person, who at the time of the committing! 

of that oflence IS a member of the samel 

assembly, is guilty of that offence.” Some! 

attempt was made to show that the kill-' 

sepu-.ite transaction.' 
We think t.iat this contonbiou cannot be, 
sustained on the evidonco. and that all the' 
appellants wore memhors of an unlawful 
assembly at the time that Lekha met his' 
death. On those findings the apjioals 
must necessarily be di.-,missed. Wo have! 
no power to luyard any loss punishment 
than the punisnmont of transportation for 

lifo^ ^ \\o, hoyvevor, think it right to say 
thai. in oiu opinion the ioo‘^t guiitv of the 
appellancs ware Panne Ivhan, Rasul Khan 

Ashraf and Ilakim AH. There is no evi¬ 
dence to show that Ranne struck any blow 
himself, but he was undoubtedly more 
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responsible than any one else. It is said 
that he is a very old man, perhaps this 
•vvas the very reason why his advice was 
followed. It is difi&oult to draw any dis¬ 
tinction between Rasul, Ashraf and Hakim 
Ali. They were all beating the unfortu¬ 
nate Lekha at the same time. Rasul be¬ 
yond doubt struck him one of the blows 
on the head which caused the fracture to 
his skull. If it were within our power 
to do so, we would award substantially 
less punishment to the other appellants. 
We dismiss the appeals. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards. C. J. and Banerji, J. 

Mt, Sunday Kumoar —Plaintiff-Appel¬ 
lant 

V. 

Dina Nath and others —Defendants- 
Respondcnts. 

First Appeal No. 318 of 1913, decided 
on 18th February, 1915, from the decision 
of Sub -J., Moradabad, dated 2ad May, 
1913. 

U. P. Land Revenue Act {III of 1902), Ss. Ill 
and ll2~'Revenne Cotirt's d cision of proprietary 
right if not appealed from,bari cirii 

suit—Civil r. C. [V of 190S), S. 11. 

Whoro in an ojeotmont suit in a Rovonuo 
Court tho defendant.^ r;kiso a ploa of proprietary 
title and tho Revenuo Court dooidos the qu‘'ij- 
tion itself and the plaintiff fails to appeal to the 
District Judge, tho decision of tho Rovenuo 
Court boooinoH final and bars any svibsoquout 
buit in tho Civil Court Caze-law Ref. 

[V. ‘23-2, C. 2 ] 

B, E. 0'Co?tor and Sarendra Nath Sen — 
for Appellant. 

MoJiaa L'tl S't7uh(l —for Uospondonts. 

Facts: --Tiio i)l;Lintilt', Similar Kunwar, 
instituted a suit in tho Rovonuo Court. 
Tho defendants ploadod that thov wore 
not hor tenants and tliat tho plaintill liad 
given them the iiroporty. Tho Assistant 
Collector (locided in favour i^f tlio defend- 
ants. Tiio plaintilT ajipealod to tho Com¬ 
missioner wlio allirmed tho ilocreo of Cio 
Collector. Tlio plaintilT again brought a 
suit in tho l^ovonuo CMUirt. which dis¬ 
missed tho suit. Tho plainfatV tlion 
bi'onght tho present suit in tiio ('ivil Court. 
Tho Siihordinato.iudgo dismissed tho suit, 
tho i)laintiir ai)poaiod to tho High Court. 

Judgment: Idiis aiipoal arises out of 
a suit for ojectment. A suit was instituted 


by the plaintiff in the Revenue Court in 
the year 1909 or 1910, in which the plain¬ 
tiff alleged that the defendants were her 
tenants and she sought to eject them for 
non-payment of rent. In that case the 
defendants pleaded that the plaintiff had 
given them the property. The Assistant 
Collector held that the story told by the 
defendants was correct, namely, that the 
plaintiff having no issue of her own 
brought them from their village and estab¬ 
lished them on the property, promising 
that they should have the property now in 
suit. Having found that these were the 
true facts he concludes by saying, “ under 
these circumstances I find the defendants 
are rent-free holders of the land in suit, 
which was given to them in gift by the 
plaintiff.'’ The plaintiff appealed to the 
Commissioner (not to the District Judge). 
Tlie Commissioner held ia effect exactly 
the same as the Assistant Collector had 
held. Meanwhile a second suit had been 
l)ronght by the ]Uaiatiff for rent, also in 
the Rovenuo Court. Tliis suit has been 
dismissed as being a matter which was 
already decided in the suit to which we 
have already referred. The plaintiff then 
instituted the present suit in the Civil 
Court. Tho Court below has dismissed her 
suit on tho ground that the previous pro¬ 
ceedings bar the suit. 


Tt seems to us that the decision of the 
Court below was correct. Tho plea of the 
defendants in the first mentioned suit was 
clearly a plea that tlioy wore tho pro¬ 
prietors. Two courses wore open to the 
Rovonuo Court. It could decide the ques 
tion itself, in which caso the appeal lay to 
tho District Judge, or it might refer the| 
parties to tho Civil Court. From the 
nature of tho issue framed and tho finding 
of tlm Court it seoms to us that wo must 
presume that tho Rovonuo Court adopted 
the first course, lb was. theroforo, the 
plaintiff’s duty to luivo appealed to the 
l')istrict Judge if sho was dissatisfied with’ 
fclio decision. Slio did not do so and. there¬ 
fore. tho doeisiou of tho Revenue Court is 
final and has tho same effect as tho deci¬ 
sion of tho Civil C Mirb. L^oe Sha^ade 
Sin /It V. Molt itntno i li A!i 2vh.io (1), 
Be i Saran Knar v. Bha /a' D o 1,2). Beni 
Biin h v. Rtja Kaiisal Kishorc Prasad 
Mil! Bahadur (3). 


(1) (IPOI) a l. c. = All. 3. 

{ 1 \ {lOin 10 I. 021 = 32 All. -153 (R.D.). 

(3) (1007) 20 All. 100=4 A. L. J. 53 = 1907 
A. W. N. G. 
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If W 0 were to hold that the decision by 
the Assistant Collector and the Commis¬ 
sioner was that the defendants were rent- 
tree grantees, then the plaintiff’s remedy 
would be under the Tenancy Act to have 
the rent-free grant resumed. 

We dismiss the appeal with costs includ¬ 
ing in this Court, fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed, 

A.l, R, 1915 Allahabad 283. 

Chamier, J. 

Bhajan Teioari —Petitioner 

V. 

Emperor — Opposite Party. 

Criminal Ravn. No. 117 of 1915, 
decided on 13th March, 1915. from au 
order of the Asst. Collector. Basti. 

Penal Code {XLY of 1860), 8. 182^Assi%lant 
Collector not competent to receive application 
under rules framed under 8. 70, Civil Procedure 
Code, cannot order prosecution under 8. 182. 

An Assistant Collector has no powers of either 
Civil, Revenue or Cciminal Court while receiv¬ 
ing an application undar R. of the rules 
framed by the Local Govorcmant under Ss. 68 
and 70 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 
Hence if an ofience as dedned in S. 182 of the 
Penal Code is committed in the course of making 
the application under the above rule, the 
Assistant Collector has no jurisdiction to order 
prodeoutlon, [P. 284. C. 2,] 

B, K. Sorabji —for Petitioner. 

^ssi. Govt, Advocate—‘ior the Crown, 

Judgment:—This is an application 

for revision of an order passed by an 
Assistant Collector of the first. Class in 
the Basti District directing the prosecu¬ 
tion of the applicant for an offence under 
S. 182, Indian Penal Code, A Ques¬ 
tion might arise as to whether this appli¬ 
cation should nob have been presented 
under S. 115 of the Code of Civil Proce¬ 
dure and not under Chap. XXXII of 
the Code of Criminal Procedure. But in 
the view I take of the case, it is unneces¬ 
sary to discuss the question. 

It appears that one Bindhachal Tawari 
obtaineJ a decree for money against 
Bhajan Towari and others in the Court of 
the Munsif of Basti, In execution of that 
decree immovable property was ordered 
to be sold and the execution of decree was 
transferred under S. 63 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure to the Collector of Basti. 
On October 23rd, 1914, a sale book place 
and the property was knocked down to 
one Eamphal Misra. On November 3rd 


1914,^ the judgment-debtor presented a 
petition under B, 30* of the rules made 
by the Local Government under Ss. 63 and 
70 of the Code of Civil Procodure praying 
for permission to pay the sum decreed and 
five per cent, of the purchase money. Next 
day he presented a petition in which he 

said he had paid in the sum required by 
R. 30, and he prayed that the sale might 
be set aside. On November 5bh he put 
in a petition, saying that some unautho¬ 
rized person had paid the money into the 
treasury and he charged Bansi and others 
with having compelled him to put his 
thumb impressioQ on a blank paper 

• Rule 30. (1) Where immovable properby 

has been sold in execution of a decree, any 
person, either owning such property or holding 
an interest therein by virtue of a title acquired 
before such sale, may apply to have the sale set 
aside on his depositing with ihe Collector 

(а) for payment to the purchaser, a sum equal 

to 5 par cent, of the purchase monev ; and 

(б) for payment to the decreeVolder, the 
amount specified in the proclamation of sale as 
that for the recovery of which the sale was 

ordered, lesj any amount which may, since the 
date of such prooUmuton of sale, have been 
teceivod by the decree-holder 

(2) where a person applies under R. 31 to set 
aside the sale of his immovable property he 
shall not, unless he withdraws his application, 
be entitled to make or prosecute an application 
under this rule. 

^ (3) nobhiog in this rule shall relieve the 
judgment-debtor from any liability he may ba 
under in respect of costs and interest nob covet¬ 
ed by the proclamation of sale. 

Rule 31. Where any immovable property 
has been sold in execution of a decree, the 
deoree-holder or any parson entitled to share in 
a rateable distribution of assets, or whose in¬ 
terests are afijcted by th^ salo, m.iy apply to 
the Collector to set aside the sale on the ground 
of a material irregularity or fraud in publishing 
or conducting it: ° 

Providdd that no sale shall bo set aside on the 
ground of irregularity or fraud unless upon the 
facts proved the CoUeotor is satisfied that the 
applicant has sustained substantial injury by 
reason of saoh irregularity or fr.iud. 

Rule 32. (1) Where no application is made 

under R. 30 or R. 31 or whoro such application 
IS made and disallowed, the Colleoboc shall 
make an order confirming the sale, and there¬ 
upon the sale shall becoino absolute 

(2) Whore such application is‘made and 
allowed, and waere in the case of an application 
under R. 30 the deposit required by that rule 
IS mine within 30 days from the date of sale, 
the Collector shall m-ike an ordsr setting aside 
the sale ; 




notice of Uiis apphoatoQ has been given to all 
persons afiected thereby. 

(3) No suit to set aside an order made under 
this rule shall be brought by any parson against 
whom such order is made. 
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which was subsequently used for the 
petition under R. 30. It is quite 
clear that the Assistant Collector to 
whom these applications ■were presented 
was a public servant, and I will 
assume that a charge might properly ,be 
brought against Bhajan Tewari under 
S. 182, Indian Penal Code, in respect of 
the statements made by him in his third 
petition. On behalf of Bhajan it is, how¬ 
ever, contended that the Assistant Collec¬ 
tor who ordered his prosecution had no 
power to do so not being a Civil. Criminal 
or Revenue Court. The Assistant Collec¬ 
tor has the powers of a Magistrate of the 
First Class : but the application was not 
made to him as a Magistrate ; it is clear 
that it was not made to him as a Revenue 
Court, and it is beyond question that 
even if the officer in question could bo 
regarded as a Criminal or Revenue Court, 
the alleged offence was not committed 
before him or brought under his notice in 
the course of any judicial proceeding of 
a Criminal or Revenue Court. The tiuos- 
tion is whether the Assistant Collector 
was. or had the powers of, a Civil Court 
in respect of the ap]>lication made by 
Bhajan Tewari. The rules made by the 
local Government above referred to con¬ 
tain provisions aiithori/.ing a Collector to 
make over to any Assistant Collector of 
the First Class any of the powers and 
duties conferred l)y the rules upon the 
Collector with certain oxcopbions. It 
seems that in respect ofi)ONvors and duties 
dolegiitotl by the Collector to an Assistant 
Collector of the First class tlio latter may 
bo a Civil Court, for S, 70 of the Code of 
Civil Procoduro authori>:os the liocal 
Govorntnont to make rules oonforring 
upon a Collector or any ga/ottod sul-ordi- 
nabo of the Colloet<n* all or any of the 


powers which t lio Coiut. that is. t,ho Civil 
Court, might havi' oxoreisoil in the execu¬ 
tion the decree if too execution had nob 
])ceii transforrcil to the Collect'a*. Among 
tlio powers of a Collector which may not 
ho delegated to an Assistant CVnleeioi 


under the lulos are the power to oiiior a 
sale uiuler paragraj'h (l) (<’) and certain 
other j'aragraphs of tlio third Schod.ulo to 
the Code of Civil Procoduro and tlie 
power to conliim a sale or set aside a sale 
under P. 32 of Iho rules nuulo hy tlie 
Local Government. U thu' :i|'{ieai>. that 
the Assistant Collector \v!in has ordered 


aside. The application in respect of 
which the prosecution has been ordered 
was presented to the Assistant Collector. 
Possibly no objection could be taken to 
this ; but the Assistant Collector could 
not deal with the application. He could 
only pass it on to the Collector who 
would then dispose of it with the powers 
of a Civil Court. It appears to me that 
so far as the application in question was 
concerned, the Assistant Collector had no 
powers of a Civil Court and the applica¬ 
tion was nob presented to him in the 
course of a judicial proceeding. That 
being so, I must hold that the Assistant 
Collector had no power to order the 
prosecution of the applicant. I, therefore, 
set aside his order. 

' Order set aside. 
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Chamier and PictCtOtt, JJ- 

Thahir Mordhaj Sinjh —Judgment- 
debtor-Appellant 

v. 


Jahanoiri Mal and others —Decree- 
holdors-Respondants. 

First Appeal No. 2Gd of 191-1, decided 
on 17bh February, 1915, from the First- 
Addl. J., Aligarh, date! 16bh May, 1914. 

Civil P. C. {Vof J90S). 0. 41, R. Appel¬ 
late Court caa dscra in /a‘.'our of non*iii>* 

pealing respondents. 

An Appollato Court has powor to sot ths 
docroe of the Court bolow rigiat even lu rospoot 
of that potliou of it which is aglia^t tha tos* 
poudont aud in rospoot of which tho rosp-ondout 
has not apptaloi. [t*. 'JS5, C. ] 


Rivc ^—for Aiq-»ellant. 

Bajpal —for ILxspondouts. 

Judgment :—Tins ai>pe il ari-^O'S out of 
proceedings taken to oxocuto a decree for 
sale pissed in a suit upm two moixgigos 
dated June, Ht’i IddS an 1 Augus^-. lObh 
1'^91 'Pao oarli'U* nvu-rg,\go comprised 
A /j's,"' rs' of a vil'a ;' cillo 1 Pao " oil and 
A his'c in'i•< of a vil’;'.-;o caHo 1 N:iusana. 
d'l.o later inoia '..'go was of a. 2 A.'S?;' -s-share 
in Fart’.uli and a A in 

Naiwa’ia. In the suit on the mortgages it 
was he'd that th > sinie A A.-A'ca a'i/s-sharo 
in Nausana was eovore 1 hy het'i mort- 
gM‘^s. (vitrli'.t of the 2 /7<-ashare in 
Fart.auli covered hy tho sec ui i ni'ertgago. 
onlv I A'.s":*.! 12 Id 

were ’ueUi io 1 in the A s!i ire inert- 


tho pro ;ecutioM of the iipplicant had lu^t 
j)owor citho)* (.o sell tho i»roporty as a 
Couil or to conliini tho sale or to set it 


gaged hy tho hast deel, aud the iwnaining 
7 'fs.A I AuvL'co' 2 <.’s wore outside the 
A Lhsiras s!i ;re. The Court pissed a pocu- 
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liar decree, which provided that fche shareg 
included in the first moi'tgaga should be 
sold separately for the recovery of 
Bs. 1,676-4-0 declared to be due on that 
mortgage and that if there was a balance 
after discharging that amount then the 
whole of so much of the balance as was 
attributable to Nausana and part of the 
balance attributable to Partauli {i.e., a part 
bearing the same proportion to the whole 
as 1 bistva 12 bistoansis 16 kaehioansis bear 
to 5 biswas) should be devoted towards 
the dischai'ge of the second mortgage. In 
passing we may obseinm that the decree 
does nob indicate how the balance, if any, 
was to be divided between the two 
villages, but we assume that the intention 
was that the balance should be divided 
between the two shares in proportion to 
the sums realised by the sale thereof. 
The decree went on to provide that the 
7 biszoansis l^ kachwansis-share in Partauli 
should be sold and the proceeds along 
with the balance aforesaid should be 
devoted to the discharge of the second 
mortgage. In July 1911 theiudgment- 
debtors paid Bs. 2,035 into Court, that 
being the amount tlien due on the first 
mortgage, and claimed that it should be 
received by the decree-holders on account 
of that mortgage alone, and that that 
mortgage should be declared to have been 
discharged. The decree-holders objected 
and the Court held with them that the 
payment must be taken to have been made 
on account of the whole decree. The 
judgment-debtors appealed to this Court 
but their appeal was dismissed. In 
February^ 1914 the decree-holders made 
the^ application for execution out of 
which this appeal has arisen, praying that 
the property might be sold in accordance 
with the directions contained in the 
decree. The judgment-debtors objected 
that the first mortgage had been discharg¬ 
ed by the payment of 1913 and that the 
decree-holders were entitled only to bring 
to sale the 7 bisioansis 4 kachivansis-sh!ivQ 
in Partauli. The Court below has held 
that the decree-holders are entitled to 
bring to sale a 2 5isz(;as-share in Partauli 
and a o 6i5Zi.’ansz5-share in Nausana for 
recovery of the balance due under the 
decree, that is to say, the amount due 
under the second mortgage. We cannot 
follow the Subordinate Judge in big 
construction of the decree. In our 
opinion the judgment-debtors cannot go 
behind the previous decision that the 
(payment made by them was made on 


account of the decree as a whole. We 
hold that the decree-holders are entitled 
to execute the decree in accordance with 
its terms, i.e., they are entitled to bring 
to sale the 5 ^iszt’as-share in Partauli 
and the -5 bisioansis share in Nausana. 
Out of the proceeds the first mortgage 
should be discharged and the balance, if 
any, should bo dealt with as directed by 
the decree, i.e., 41'^12othg of the balance 
attributable to the share in Partauli and 
the whole bilance attributable to the 
share in Nausana should be devoted to 
the discharge of the second mortgage, 
and then if necessary the 7 bisioansis 4 
kachioansis share in Partauli should be 
sold. The amount i)rid in by the 
judgment-debtors should be treated as 
part satisfaction of the decree as a whole 
and dealt with in the usual ^vay. The 
only question is wliether we can make 
an order to this effect now, seeing that the 
Court below has made an order giving 
the decree-holders less than they are 
entitled to and the decree-holders have not 
appealed against it. Order XLT. B. 33. 
empowers us to pass such an order if we 
think fit to do so. On a full considera¬ 
tion of all the circumstances, we have 
come to the conclusion that we ought to 
take ad vantage of this rule. The order 
of the Court below is clearly wrong, but 
it would be most inequitable to merely 
set it aside as suggested by the judgment- 
debtors with the probable result of put¬ 
ting an end to further execution of the 
decree. In 1913 the judgment-debtors 
sought to take advantage of the peculiar 
nature of the decree and prevent the 
decree-holders from enforcing their 
security. That attempt was frustrated 
by the Court. Their present objection is 
another dishonest attempt to deprive the 
decree-holders of the fruits of their 
decree. 'We, therefore, allow this appeal 
and set aside the order of the Court 
below, but wo direct that the decree be 
executed in the manner laid down in the 
decree, that is to say, that the o biswas- 
share in Partauli and the 5 ^zszyazr.szs-share 
in Nausana be sold and tlae proceeds be 
devoted to discharging the first mortgage, 
that the balance be dealt with as 
provided by the decree, and that the 7 
biswansis 4 kichzuansis share in Partauli 
be sold and the proceeds together with 
the balance aforesaid be devoted to dis¬ 
charging the second mortgage, and that 
the sum paid into Court by the judgment- 
debtors be credited towards the decree as 
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a whole. The parties will pay their own 
costs in this Court. The judgment- 
debtors will pay the decree-holders costs 
in the Court below. 

Appeal allowed. 
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Tudball and Rafique. JJ. 

Baldeo Thahirai and others —Defend- 
ants-Appellants 

V. 

Ugra Nath Misra and others —Plaintiffs- 
Eespondents. 

First Appeal No. 20 of 1913, decided on 
30th April, 1915, from the decision of the 
Additional District .Tudge, Gorakhpur, 
dated 11th October, 1912, 

{q,) Regulation (XI of S, l-^Burden of 

proof that accretioyi is according to law is on per¬ 
son claiming it—Alluvion and Diluvioti, 

Where the question is of the manner in which 
land has been out away from one village and 
thrown up on the other side of the river, the 
burden of proof is on the party who claims the 
accretion to show that the accretion to his 
tenure has been of the nature contemplated by 
the law as laid down in Regulation XI of 18'J5 
and unless ho can prove thi^ satisfactorily, he 
cannot bo said to have proved his title, 

IP. 2SS. Cs, 1 A 3.] 

(b) Regulation {XI of S. / —In sjnall 

village accretion of some bighas is not by show or 
imperceptible means. 

Whore tho villages are small in area and their 
common boundary but short in length and 
where there is a small river, shallow and ford¬ 
able, which at one season of tho year is liable to 
sudden lloods cutting away a portion from tho 
small estates : 

Held ; that under tho ciroumstanoos tho accre¬ 
tions of a few per annum can hardly bo 

said to bo by gradual, slow and imporcoptiblo 
means as contemplated by tho Uegniation. 

LP. 288. 0. 2 A- P. 2S0, C. 1.] 

(c) Adverse i)os^es.sion —land 
deemed to be in possession of owner during flood 
—No adverse possessioyi can be claiyyicd. 

A person cannot bo said to have acquired a 
title by proscription to a land which remains 
covered with tho llood water of a river for a cer¬ 
tain period every year, as ho must bo deemed to 
havo bi'cn dispossessed by ris major during tho 
time of llood and as under law tho possession 
during llood time is in tho person who has title. 

[P. 289. G, 1.] 

Sunder Lai —for Appollants. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Rospondonts* 

Judgment:— Tlio circumstances out of 
whicli this iirosout appeal has arisen are 
as follows:— 

Tho village of Purnian, whicli belongs to 
tho plaintifl's-rospoudouts, and the village 


of Chatrapar, which belongs to the defen- 
dants-appellants, are situated in the* 
northern part of the Basti District. What 
is known as the Bilar Nadi flowed between 
them and at the last Settlement formed 
the boundary. 

A reference to the Settlement Report 
and the maps attached thereto shows that 
what is called the Bilar river is really a 
bed of the Burhi Rapti, which falls into- 
the larger Rapti»river. 

The Banganga, a hill torrent, flows into 
the Burhi Rapti and it apparently forced 
the latter river into another and more- 
direct channel towards the Rapti. Fromithe 
junction of the Banganga the old course 
of tlie Burhi Rapti is called tho Bilar- 
Nadi. At the time of the last Settlement, 
however, it was noted that Burhi Rapti 
after its junction with the Banganga was- 
sending a greater part of its volume of 
water down the Bilar Nadi. The result of 
this has been that in places the Bilar has 
been cutting away its banks and altering 
its course. 

This admittedly has happened in that 
portion of its course which lies between 
the two villages in the present case. 

Tlie plaintilTs have hied a map, which 
fairly accurately shows the position as 
regards these two villages which tho river- 
occupied at tho time of Settlement and on 
the date of suit. One ])oint will be 
noticed, that is that at Settlement time 
tho boundary between the two villages 
was tho mid-stream and that it was but a 
short one. 

The plaintilTs’ case is as follows 

(1) tliat by custom tho boundary bot- 
woon tho two villages has always been tho- 
mid-stream lino of tho river, any land 
cut away from either village by a change 
in tho course, going to tho owner of the 
other vilhigo ; 

(2) that the river has boon gradually 
encroacliing on the lands of Chatrapar and 
adding land to Purnian : 

(3) tliat out of a total area of -13 hiohaa 
9 hisiras and 15 dhurs thus added to their 
village, an area of 26 bighas 2 histcas and 
6 dhurs of land wore added up to 1304 
Fadi and 17 A/ip/us 7 bisiras 9 dhurs have 
boon added since 130-1 Fasli; 

(•i) that tho land in question has boon in 
tho proprietary and adverse possession of 
tho plaintilTs as of right; 

(it) that tho Revenue Authorities have 
surveyed the land and have held .that fc- 
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part of it is in possession of the defendants 
and have passed an order adverse to the 
plaintiffs; 

(6) that the plaintiffs being still in 
possession are entitled to a declaration of 
theii’ title as proprietors, and if they be 
found not to be in possession, possession 
may be awarded to them. 

The defendants pleaded ; 

(1) that they, and not the plaintiffs, 
were in possession; 

(2) that the lands in question had been 
suddenly cut away in the year 1314 Fasli; 

(3) that there was no such custom, as 
alleged by the plaintiffs, under which the 
mid-stream was always the boundary 
between the villages; 

(4) that the Bilar is not a navigable 
river and that i*ules of law' as to alluvion 
and diluvion did not apply in the case of 
such a small shallow stream. 

The Court below held as follows;— 

(l) that the plaintiffs were in posses¬ 
sion; 

^ (2) that the custom alleged by the plain¬ 
tiffs was not proved; 

(3) that the provisions of S. 4, Cl. I, 
Regulation XI of 1825, were applicable to 
the case and that the land in dispute had 
been gradually cut away from Chandrapar 
and added to Purnian and, therefore, the 
plaintiffs in law were the owners thereof. 
Accordingly the suit was decreed as to 
the declaration- 

The defendants appeal. The first ground 
of appeal is not pressed. 

The points pressed are; 

(1) that the plaintiffs have failed to 
prove possession; 

(2) that the law laid down in Regula¬ 
tion XI of 1825 does not apply to the case 
of a small shallow stream like the Bilar 
and that the land, being within the 
boundaries of the mahal settled with the 
defendants, is their property; 

(3) that the area in question has not 
been shown to have been added to the 
plaintiffs' village by gradual, slow and 
imperceptible means and, therefore, the 
plaintiffs at no time acquired title. 

On behalf of the respondents it is ad¬ 
mitted that the custom of “Dhar-dhura” 
cannot be pressed, but it is pleaded: 

(1) that the plaintiffs' possession is 
established; 

(2) that Regulation XI of 1825 applies; 

(3) that the accretion has been gradual 
and imperceptible and the plaintiffs have 
thus acquired title; 


(4) that in any event the plaintiffs have 
been in adverse possession and have ac¬ 
quired a title by prescription. 

In regard to the application of Regula¬ 
tion XI of 1825, we shall assume for the 
purposes of this appeal that the law as 
laid down therein does apply. In the 
view that we take of the facts it is un¬ 
necessary for us to decide the question. 

We cannot agree with the Court below 
that the plaintiffs have proved either their 
possession or that the accretion has been 
by slow, gradual and imperceptible means 
as contempkted by S. 4 of the Regula¬ 
tion. 

Furthermore, in the circumstances dis¬ 
closed by the evidence of the plaintiffs* 
own witnesses, the plaintiffs could not 
have acquired title by prescription. In 
regard to possession we must point out 
that the burden was on the plaintiffs. The 
land in dispute admittedly lies within the 
ambit of the defendants’ zeviindari, and 
the land revenue assessed thereon has been 
paid by the defendants. The plaintiffs do 
not pretend to have ever paid any Govern¬ 
ment dues for it. They claim that land 
which at Settlement time was in the de¬ 
fendants’ viahal is nowin their possession 
and belongs to them, simply by reason of 
the action of the river, The burden is 
heavily on them to prove their posses¬ 
sion. 

Both sides called witnesses who swear 
in favour of those who have called them 
and as the lower Court has observed, the 
oral evidence on the one side is just as 
good as that on the other and it is not 
possible to come to a satisfactory conclu¬ 
sion as to which side is telling the truth 

unless there is something else to guide the 
Court. 

Documentary evidence as to possession 
there is nil. The villages are not subject 
to quinquennial Settlement. The 
of Purnian has never recorded these lands 
in his records. The paticari of Chandrapar 
has recorded them as having been cut 
away by the river. It is highly probable 
that little heed has been paid until recent 
years to the lands, as they were sandy 
waste at first and have only slowly become 
culturable, and then the dispute arose in 
the Revenue Courts. 

The lower Court has given some curious 
reasons for holding that the plaintiff's’ case 
must be a true one: 

(1) that the land having been gradually 
cut away and removed to the other side of 
the .river, it is far more likely that the 
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people on the other side should cultivate 
rather than that the people of Chandrapar 
should take the trouble to cross the river 
■with their ploughs and oxen. 

In the place as, the plaintiffs’ own 
village patwari shows, during the rainy 
season the land is under water and not 
culturable and during the rest of the 
year the stream is shallow and fordable 
nearly everywhere. During the rains both 
sets of zemirtd(xrs work their own ferries 
and the village of Chatrapar is at no 
greater distance appreciably from the spot 
than that of Purnian. A great deal of the 
land is even now uncultivated and the rest 
must have come very slowly under culti¬ 
vation. Seeing how tenaciously these 
zemindars cling to their lands and how 
often riots take place over such cases, we 
can see no reason to hold that it is far 
more probable that the Purnian men culti¬ 
vated than that the Chatrapar men did so. 
There was no Great trouble involved in 
fording a shallow stream. Next, the Court 
below considers that because there has 
been no riot, therol'ore tlio Purnian men 
must have cultivated without let or hin¬ 
drance. There is no reason to hold that 
the Purnian men are loss law-ahiding than 
the Chatrapar men. 

Losthf, the lower Court considers that 
because in other similar cases in other 
villages along the Panganga and one or 
two on the Bilar the peojile of the villages 
to which land has been added have been 
allowed to retain such lands, tlioreforo 
tliis must liavc boon done in the present 
case. 

As evidence of actual possession those 
instances are finite inadmissible; they 
wore put forward simply as evidence of 
tho custom of "Dhar-dhura." 

In our opinion thoro are no circum¬ 
stances outside the oral evidence wliich go 
to show that tho plaintiffs rather than tho 
defendants are in possession. The i>ro- 
sumption is that tho real owners, tlio de¬ 
fendants, who are paying therovonuo are 
in ])ossossion. Tho oral ovidonco to prove 
tho plaintiHs' imssossion is unsatisfactory 
and we, thoroforo. hold that tho plaintiffs 

havo failed to satisfactorily ostahlish thoir 
possession. 

Tho 7/o.r/ point is tho question of tho 
manner in which tho land lias been cut 
away from tlio ono village and thrown up 
ion tho other side of tho river, Tlio burden 
of proof is on tho plaintiffs to show that 
tho accretion to thoir tonuro has boon of 
tho nature contomplatod by the law as 


laid down in the Regulation mentioned 
and unless they can prove this satis¬ 
factorily, they cannot be said to have 
proved their title. 

Their case is that the accretion com¬ 
menced in 1295 Fasti and then up to 1304 
Fasti, i.e., in 10 years, an area of 26 bighas 
2 hiswas and 6 dhurs was added to their 
village and that from 1304 Fash up to 
1315 Fasti, i,e., in 11 years, an area of 
17 bighas 7 hisxcas and 9 dhxirs has been 
added. The avera’ge accretion according 
to this was 2 bigha odd per annum for the 
whole period. In the period from 1295 
Fasti the average was a little higher and 
in the second period somewhat lower. 

There is no documentary evidence to 
show what area was added in any or each 
of the years in question, as apparently no 
measurements were ever made until the 
dispute arose in the Revenue Court. The 
plaintiffs have to depend on oral evidence 
only. They have called their patwari and 
some cultivators and neiglibours, who 
state in a general way that tho river has 
gradually cut away its banks and that each 
year an area of from one to four bighas 
has been thrown up on tho other side; 
they cannot state what area accreted in 
any one year. 

Tho patwari has only held his post as 
such for a period of 13 years and he found 
a considerable aroa on the Purnian side at 
tho time of his appointment. The evidence 
of several witnesses is to tho effect that 
tho river lias shifted its bed every year 
but tho extent of its movement in any one 
year is not given. 

Ono fact is clear. It is only during the 
three months of tho rainy season that the 
erosion takes placo. At other periods the 
river is shallow and fordable and flows in 
a very gentle stream. 

The boundary between tho two villages 
at Settlement time was but a short one, 
judging by the map. Its exact length has 
not boon proved, hut neither of the villages 
is largo in area. They are roughly speak¬ 
ing about 500 Government bighas each. If 
the boundary between tho two villages had 
been of considerable length and tho villages 
of any gieat size, then the cutting away 
of a narrow long strip and its addition to 
tho other village might well ho said to bo 
an accretion by gradual, slow and imper- 
coptihlo means, tlie area tluis added being 
but a few Government bighas per annum. 

But whore tho villages are small in area 
and thoir common boundary but short in 
length, the removal of only a few 
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per annum can hardly be said to be by 
gradual, slow and imperceptible means. The 
erosion takes place only in the rainy sea¬ 
son, There is not a constant, slow, daily 
'Outting away, spread ov^er a long period. 
As each flood has come and receded, the 
area cut away and added to the other side 
must in the case of these two small 
villages have been very perceptible. The 
proportion cut away each year is con¬ 
siderable, though the actual area is not 
groat. Such an area would be of little 
consequence in the case of large estates 
on the banks of great rivers containing 
large volumes of water all through the 
year. In the present case we Ijavo a 
small river, shallow and fordable, which 
at one season of the year is liable to 
sudden floods, cutting away portions from 
small estates. 

We find it impossible to hold that the 
accretion in this case has been that 
gradual, slow and imperceptible accre¬ 
tion contemplated by the Regulation. 

There remains the question of title 
acquired by prescription. Even assum¬ 
ing that the plaintiffs have cultivated 
those portions of the land which became 
culturable, we have it from the mouth of 
their own patwari that the land is only 
culturable in the rabi season, that it is 
every year covered with the flood water. 
While the floods are over the land, the 
plaintiffs cannot be said to have remained 
in possession. They have been then dis¬ 
possessed by vis major and in the eyes 
of the law, the possession during flood 
time will be deemed to have been in the 
defendants who had title. To acquire a 
title by prescription the plaintiffs must 
hold continuously for a period of 12 years. 
In the circumstances it has been impossi¬ 
ble for them to do this and, therefore 
impossible for them to acquire title by 
adverse possession for a period of 12 years. 

The law on this point is covered by a 
decision of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council and is not contested before us. In 
our opinion the plaintiffs have failed to 
prove any title to the land. The custom 
alleged has not been pressed before 
us and the lower Court has decided that 
point in favour of the appellants. We, 
therefore, allow the appeal, set aside 
the decree of the Court below and dis¬ 
miss the suit with costs in both Courts, 
including in this Court, fees on the 
iiigber scale. 

Appeal allowed. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Ajodhya Pershad and others —Defend¬ 
ants-Appellants 

V. 

Mt, Chhabilakoer —Plaintiff-Respond¬ 
ent. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 44 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 20th May, 1915, from the order of 
Munsif, Eatehpur, dated 27th February, 
1915. 

Civil P. G., {V of 1908), S. 115 and 0. 9, P. 9— 
Revision against order re^admitting suit dismiss¬ 
ed in default lies. 

A revision lies against an order re-admitting 
a suit ^bich has been dismissed for default. 
Case-law Ref. [P. 290, Cs. 1 & 2.] 

S. G. Banerji —for Appellants. 

G. M. Banerji —for Respondent. 

Judgment: —This is an application in 
revision by the defendants in a certain 
suit against an order passed by the Munsif 
of Patehpur, whereby a previous order of 
the same Court dismissing the plaintiff’s 
suit for non-appearance was set aside. The 
suit had originally been filed in the Court 
of the Subordinate Judge, but the plaint 
was returned with directions that it be 
filed in the Court of the Munsif of Fateh- 
pur. It was dismissed for default of plain¬ 
tiff’s appearance on the 11th January, 
1915. An application for re-hearing was 
made on the 27th January, 1915. A notice 
having gone to the defendants the question 
came up for orders on the 20th February, 
1915. It was then .pointed out to the 
Munsif that the plaintiff’s application for 
re-admission of his suit had been pre¬ 
sented by one Rameshar under a special 
power-of-attorney. That power-of-attorney 
being examined, it appeared that it was 
so worded as to authorize Rameshar to 
present the plaint and to do all acts that 
might be necessary for the prosecution 
of the suit in the Coui’t of the Subordinate 
Judge, but that it did not authorize 
Rameshar to bake any action on behalf of 
the plaintiff in the Court of the Munsif 
of Fatehpur. The learned Munsiff 
thereupon gave the plaintiff a week’s time 
to put in a fresh power-of-attorney in 
favour of the same Rameshar. This was 
done on the 27bh February, 1915, and the 
plaintiff’s application for the re-admission 
of his suit was thereupon allowed on the 
merits. 

With reference to the present applica¬ 
tion, an objection is taken on behalf of the 
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plaintiff-opposite party to the effect that 
an ^application for revision will not lie 
against an order re-adraitting a suit which 
has been dismissed for default. The reason 
suggested is that, if the order re-admitting 
the suit is an improper one, it can be 
challenged in appeal under the provisions 
of S. 105 of the Civil Procedure Code. In 
a case which recently came before me as a 
single Judge I accepted this contention. 
The matter was subsequently argued be¬ 
fore a Bench of two Judges of which I was 
a member. The case was that of 
Prasad v. Parmeswar Din Pandey (l). 
The question whether an application for 
revision was admissible at all against an 
oidei setting aside an c.v po.rte decree is 
not discussed in the reported judgment. 
As a matter of fact it was raised, but wo 
passed it over on the authority of 
Tasadduq Husain v. Uayat-un-nissa (2). 
This followed a decision of the Calcutta 
Sigh Court, ChiHidviou}! T^fxssi v. Ftti'^hoo- 
until Sahon f3), and a previous case of this 
Court, Gulah Knuirar v. Thakur Das (l). 
Theie is. however, a more recent reported 
case of this Court in tlio opposite sense, 
Nand Ham v. Bhopal Sinjh (5). 
That was a two Judges’ case hut it would 
not appear from the report that the second 
Judge was of opinion that the application 
for revision was not maintainahlo. Tiie 
learned Judge who took that view does 
not refer to the older decisions of this 
Court which I havo already discussed, 
but sii|)ports himself i>rincipilly by the 
case of Gopala Cludti v. Stihhim- \G\ ' [f [ 
wore to docido the point iiidnpondontly of 
all authorities. I should, as at present ad¬ 
vised, ho nuich inclined to adhere to the 
view I first took when sitting as a sitvle 
Judge. Poction 10;-, of the Co.lo of Civil 
Iroceduro allows any order atrocting the 
decision of tlio case to he challenged in 
an ajipoal from the final decree. There is 
certainly force in the contention that the 
words aflocting the decision of the case" 
are perfectly general and that their sense 
should not he limited hy judicial decisions, 
iho ]>ieponderanco of authority in tliis 
Court, however, scorns to ho in favour of 
tie view that the propriety of an order 
dotting aside an or parte decree cannot be 
ciallenged in an a|>peal from such decree 


(1) (19ir,) 29 T. c. 975. 

(2) (190:h 2;-, All. 2S0=1903 \.W N 39 

(3) (1895) 22C,U. 9Sl. 

(4) (1902) 21 All. •101 = 1902 A W N ISO 

(5) (1912) 10 I 0 1 = 34 All 592 * 

(^> ) (1903) 20 i^lad. 004=13 M L.J. 303. 


as may eventually be passed in the suit. 
If this view is correct the only remedy 
open to a litigant aggrieved by such an 
order is by way of application in revision 
However this may be. on the facts of 
the particular case before me, I am not 
disposed to interfere The power*of-attor- 
ney in favour of Rameshar which was pro¬ 
duced before the learned Munsif on the 
27th February. 1915, either bad retrospec¬ 
tive effect, or it had not. If it had. there 
is no force in this application. If it had 
not. then the plaint itself was never pro¬ 
perly before the Munsif, for it was pre¬ 
sented through a Pleader appointed by 
this very Rameshar. The matter is oue in 
which it would be well for the parties to 
reconsider their position: but undoubtedly 
if the learned Munsif has taken cognizance 
of a plaint which had never been legally 
presented in his Court, this is a point 
which it is still open to the defendants 
to raise. I decline to interfere at this 
stage and reject the application. 

Application rcjectei*. 
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Richards. C. J. axd Piggott. J. 

Secretary of State —Defendant-Appel¬ 
lant 


V. 

Jicalur L il —PlaintitY- Respondent, 

First Appeal No. 225 of 1912, decided 
on Ifith March, 1915, from the dioision of 
tho Sub-J., Sliabjahaupur, dated 4tb April, 
1912. 


Pen^ion^A:t {XXni of lS:i), Ss.4(i>id6^ 
Civil Courl hit no Jnrisd\:[\on to m.ike lUclara- 
tion ajfecting Oovernmeut roi'enue. 

A Civil Coiui is prooludod from making any 
declaration that NS'ould in any way directly or 
iudirootly afloct the liability of Goveruinont to 
p.ay a grant of Government ri vouuo to any 

Os. 1 .t 2.1 

Hyres —for Appellant. 

/>^ A. 0 Couo>\ Benode Bihari and 
S. 7v. Dar —for Rospoudout, 


Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which tlm plainbitl claimed a da- 
olaratiou that be has ' proprietary rights 
in ton insu'as of royonuo-freo grant in each 
of tho thi -00 mah.tli Nur ' Mnhammiul 
barhat batimaand Intizaaiuddin in 
Dakhimimr, and that tho name of the 
Coyornmant may bo expunged. Tho claim 
detos not appear to bo accurately oxpross- 
od, \\ bat tho plaintilY really olaims is 
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that in the events which have happened, 
he is now entitled to be considered as the 
assignee of the Government revenue pay¬ 
able in respect of the 10 hiswas. His real 
claim is that the last assignee of this 
Government revenue was one Dalpat Kai, 
who died leaving a daughter Mt. Ram 
Piare. He claims that now he is entitled 
as the heir of Dalpat Rai under Hindu 
Law, to have the same rights as Dalpat 
Rai enjoyed. 

The Court below granted the plaintiff a 
decree declaring that he is entitled, by 
right of succession to Dalpat Rai as the 
muafidar or assignee of the Government 
revenue, to the revenue of the 10 bistcas 
share in mahals. 

The Secretary of State has appealed, and 
it is contended, first, that the Court be¬ 
low ought not to have entertained the suit 
because the plaintiff had not obtained the 
certificate referred to in Ss. 5 and 6 of Act 
XXIII of 1871; secondly, that the decree 
of the Court below is in contravention of 
the provisions of S. 6 of the same Act; and 
thirdly, that the title which Dalpat Rai 
had, to be deemed the assignee of the 
Government revenue, came to an end with 
his lineal descendants. 

The plaintiff submits that the provisions 
of Ss. 5 and 6 do not apply; secondly, that 
if it was necessary to obtain a certificate, 
he did in fact obtain one; and thirdly, that 
the decree of the Court below does not in 
any way contravene the provisions of 

S. 6. 

It appears that sometime after the year 
1902 the plaintiff brought a suit in res¬ 
pect of a certain zemindari belong¬ 
ed to Dalpat Rai. He succeeded then in 
establishing his title to the property he 
sued for. He did not in that suit include 
the Government revenue which he now 
claims. As a matter of fact he had al¬ 
ready assigned it to third parties. A vendee 
from the plaintiff also brought a suit in 
respect of some other zemindari which 
had at one time belonged to Dalpat Rai. 
In that case the Court dismissed the suit, 
on the ground that the then plaintiff had 
failed to prove that the present plaintiff 
was the reversioner to Dalpat Rai. 

Section 4 of Act XXIII of 1871 is as 
follows'.-“Except as hereinafter provided, 
no Civil Court shall entertain any suit re¬ 
lating to any pension or grant of money 
or land revenue conferred or made by the 
British or any former Government, what¬ 
ever may have been the consideration for 


any such pension or grant, and whatever 
may have been the nature of the payment, 
claim, or right for which such pension- 
or grant may have been substituted.” 
Section 5, “Any person having a claim 
relating to any such pension or grant may 
prefer such claim...to the Collector of tho 
District, or Deputy Commissioner, or 
other officer shall dispose of such claim in 
accordance with such rules as the Chief 
Revenue Authority may, subject to the 
general control of the Local Government, 
from time to time prescribe in this behalf. * 
Section 6, “A Civil Court, otherwise com¬ 
petent to try the same, shall take cogni¬ 
zance of any such claim upon receiving a 
certificate from such Collector, Deputy 
Commissioner, or other officer authorised 
in that behalf that the case may be so 
tried, but shall not make any order or 
decree in any suit whatever by which the 
liability of Government to pay any such 
pension or grant as aforesaid is affected 
directly or indirectly.” 

The plaintiff seems to have procured a 
certificate, dated the ofch of November, 
1902, probably in connection with the 
previous suit to which we have already 
referred. This certificate will be found at 
page 7 of the respondent’s book. The 
plaintiff contends that if the provisions of 
Act XXIII of 1871 applied to the present 
case, then the production of that certi¬ 
ficate is a sufficient compliance with the 
provisions of S. 6. The argument of the 
plaintiff that the provisions of S. 6 of Act 
XXIII of 1871 do not apply to his case, 
is based on the decision of their Ijordships 
of the Privy Council in the case of Secre¬ 
tary of State for India v. J. Moment (1). 
In that case it was held that certain 
provisions in the Burma Act (IV of 1898) 
were ultra vires in so far as it enacted 
that no Civil Court should have juris¬ 
diction to determine any claim to any 
right over land as against the Government. 
Their Lordships referred to the Act of 
1858 and to the Indian Councils Act of 
1861. By S. 65 of the Act of 1858 
it was provided that, “The Secretary of 
State in Council shall and may sue and 
be sued as well in India as in England by 
the name of the Secretary of State in 
Council as a body corporate; and all 
persons and bodies politic shall and may 
have and take the same suits, remedies 
and proceedings, legal and equitable, 


(1) (1913) 18 I. 0. 22 = 40 Cal. 391 = 40 I.A. 48. 
(P.O.), 
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against the Secretary of State in Council 
for India as they could have done against 
the said Company.” Their Lordships 
proceed as follows : “Their Lordships are 
of opinion that the effect of S. 65 of the 
Act of 1858 was to debar the Government 
of India from passing any Act which could 
prevent a subject from suing the Secre¬ 
tary of State in Council in a Civil Court 
in any case in which he could have 
similarly sued the East India Company.” 
On referring to Act XXIII of 1871 it will 


be found that until the passing of that 
Act there had been a llegulation in force, 
namely, XXIV of 1793, S. 17 of which 
barred the jurisdiction of Civil Courts in 
a suit like the present. This section was 
repealed by Act XXIII of 1871. It would, 
therefore, seem that the East India Com¬ 
pany could not have been sued at the 
time of the transfer of its powers and 
liabilities to the Crown. Tiio case cited, 
therefore, does not apply to the present 
case. If the provisions of S. 6 do ai)i>iy. 
it was necessary that the plaintill should 
produce the certificato specilied in this 
section. It seems to us that the certificate 
which in fact was proiucod is not a cotn- 
pliance with the section. In the first 
place it is dated 1902, long before the 
present claim was contomplatod. It was 
a certificate that the claim of Jwaliir for 
resHtitpiion vf a niuaji ijrant might bo tried 
by a Civil Court. At that time, there 
were rival claimants to tho property of 
Lalpat Hai. The present suit is not a 
suit to establish tho right of one of 
two rival clainuuits but is a suit 
against tho Secretary of State in Coun¬ 
cil. Furthermore, it seems to us that 
we could not possibly make a decree 
declaring that the plaintill was tdio 
assignee of tho Covornincnt revenue with¬ 
out making an order oi'adeciee wliich 
\yould direetdy or indirectly alVeot tho 
liability of (lovorrunont to pay a grant of 
the Goyornment revenue.” The original 
sanaf is not on the record. Such evidence 
as there is shows that it was a grunt 
'na.'<lan baf uasUin,'' that is to say, ‘’from 
generation to generation.” It is not usual 
to make a grant of Government revemio 
by way ot absolute grant, and if tho grant 
was only made to the original grantee and 
bis lineal descendants then the plaintitV 
has no claim. Admittedly ho is not a lineal 
descendant. If on tho other hand, it was a 
grant of tho absolute interest, then the 
owner for the time being could do wliat 
bo liked with the subjoct mattor of the 


grant. If the grant was of this nature, 
then the plaintiff by bis own admission 
has alienated the revenue to third parties 
in which case he has no title The plain¬ 
tiff asks that in any event we should give 
him a declaration that he is the nearest 
reversioner to Dalpafc Rai. The Court 
below has found that he is the nearest 
reversioner. As already pointed out, in one 
previous suit he satisfied the Court that he 
was the nearest reversioner. On the other 
hand, a vendee from him failed to prove 
in another Court that the plaintiff was 
the nearest reversioner of Dalpat Rai. The 
plaintiff says that a declaration of this 
kind may help liim to come to a settlement 
with tho Government. We do not feel 
called upon to decide tho question, but at 
tho same time wo'do not express any dis¬ 
agreement with the finding of the Court 
below. In our opinion wo are precluded 
from making any declaration that would 
in any way directly or indirectly affect 
tlio liability of Government to pay this re¬ 
venue to tho plaintiff. We, therefore, think' 
upon all those grounds that the plaintiff's' 
suit was misconceived and ought to havol 
been dismissed. \ 

Wo accordingly allow tho aiq^eal, set 
aside tho decree of tho Court below and 
dismiss tho iihiintiff's claim with costs in 
all Courts. Costs in this Court will include 
foes on tlie higher scale. 

.-ioora/ allowed. 
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Eli^'IIAUnS. c. J. AND TI’DBALL. J. 

Ai u n n a La I —Defend ant- Appellant 

% 

V. 

Kalika DaJeh^h S/;?.;//—(Plaintiff') and 
others (Dofondaubs)—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1009 of 1913, decid¬ 
ed on 20th ^lay, 19 U>, from a decision of 
tho Sessions and Sub-)., Jauupur, dated 
2Sth May, 1913. 

rreempiion — Wajib ul lu/. — Ek jaidi co- 
sharer held to have pre ferentiil ri fit. 

Whore ft u\ytb'ul-ar: provided: '* The right 
ol purchase at tho price, which a striingor nifty 
give, shall bo prior in favour o( the e,V-.’add» 
oo-.^haror, aflor that with the co sharers iu the 
mahal, alter they refuse, the property lUfty b6 
Bold to a strat'gor " : 

Held, that tho ek jaddi oo-sbaror had a pre¬ 
ferential claim over a oo-sharot In tho fnakaL 
(b I.O, 9-20, Rof,). [P. 093 ^ 0 . 1.1 

Crokul Prasad —for Appellant. 

Ilaribans Sakai —for Respondents. 



1915 


MUNNA Lal V. Kalika Bakhsh Singh Allahabad 293' 

f 


Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit for pre-emption. The plaintiff has 
been found to be an eh-jaddi co-sharer 
with the vendor. We may assume, 
(although it was not admitted in the 
Oourt below) that the defendant-vendee is 
a 00 -sharer in the mahal but not ek-jaddi. 
The defendant pleaded, amongst other 
pleas, that the right of pre-emption only 
arose in the case of a sale to a stranger 
and that in any event the sale had taken 
place after the plaintiff had refused to 
purchase. The Court below has decided 
against the defendant, hence the present 
appeal. 

In the entry in the wajih-ul-arz a 
number of words are left to be understood. 
The meaning, however, seems to be pretty 
clear. It may be literally translated as 
follows :— 

“ The right of purchase at the price 
which a stranger may give shall be prior 
(in favour of) the ek jaddi co-sharer, after 
that with the co sharers in the mahal, 
after they refuse the property may be 
sold to a stranger.’* The only reason for 
holding that this limits the right of pre¬ 
emption to a case where the property is 
sold to a stranger, is the introduction of 
the words "at the price which the stranger 
may give." The clause appears tons to 
be very similar to the clause in the wajih- 
uUarz referred to’in the case of Gardial v. 
Mathura Si'iUjh (l). In that case the 
loajib-nl-avz extract was translated as 
follows :— 

If any co-sharer should wish to sell 
or mortgage his property, then first ho 
shall transfer it to a co-slviror in the palti 
and after that to other pattidars of the 
mahal and after that to the owners of the 
other mahals and in case of their refusal, 
he is at liberty to transfer it to an outsider 
at the same price as a stranger would be 
willing to give.” In this case it was held 
that the words "at the price a stranger 
would bo willing to give” were introduced 
for the purpose of regelating the ])vice. 
It seems to us that whc=re the custom, 
(as proved by the record in the waiib ul- 
arz) is that the eo-sharor dodrous of 
selling his property must first oifer it to 
his co-sharer in the patti and after him 
to other co-sharers and that if they refuse 
he can sell to a stranger, it can hardly bo 
said that a co-sharor who has sold to a 
stranger after he has off ere 1 to sail to the 
persons entitled one after the other 


according to the priority of their right, 
has violated the custom merely because 
ha has not concluded his bargain with the 
stranger before he made the offer. Of 
course the offer must be a bona fide offer 
and if the persons having a right of pre¬ 
emption wanted to know the price or 
any other particular, they would be 
entitled to be informed We need hardly 
say that the vendor would not be entitled 
to sell the property for a less price than 
the price he mentioned to the pre- 
emptors. 


It is contended on behalf of the defend¬ 
ant that in the present case the vendor 
offered the property to the plaintiff before 
the sale-deed was executed and that the 
plaintiff refused to purchase. It is 
contended that the Court below in finding 
this issu'd against him had in its mind 
that it was necessary that the whole 
contract should have been communicated 
to the plaintiff, and that his (the plain¬ 
tiff's) refusal to purchase was of no conse¬ 
quence until the entire contract was so 
communicated This no doubt might have 
been the view taken by the Court below. 
We have, therefore looked at the evidence 
of the witnesses on this part of the case. 
The vendee said that when he had 
arranged to buy, he told the vendor to 
call the other co-sharers including the 
plaintiff, that they were called and that 
he asked them if there would be any 
dispute about the property, tliat they 
said, "no’fi that'he might have that sale- 
deed executed. Another 
that he and some of the 
happened to be passing 
where the vendee spread 
they went over when the vendee called 
them and they were informed about the 
sale and that they said they did not want 
to purchase. It is quite clear that the 
Court below disbelieved tins evidence and 
did not decide the i'Suo merely on the 
ground that the price had not been fixed. 
Tbo two witnesses, it is So be observed, 
do not tell quitn the same story. We 
rau^t consider tiie finding of the Court 
below to be a finding of fact tiv.fc tho 
pUiiutlLt did not refuse to purc'naio the 
properly. In this view tiio app-::'.! fails 
and is dismissed with cO'ts. 

Appeal dismissed. 


witness stated 
other co-shavers 
by the place 
his bricks, that 


(1) (1910) 6 I.C. C£0. 
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Richards, C. J. and Tqdball J. 

M$t, Nathu and others —Defendants- 
Appellants 

V. 

Shadi —Plaintiff-Respondent. 

Secood Appeal No. 338 of 1914, decided 
-on 2oth May, 1915, from the decision of 
the Dist. J„ Saharanpur, dated 13bh 
January, 1914. 

(a) Mahomedan Law—Pre emplion — Second 
demand not necessary tf witnesses and vendee 
present at first demand. 

Where at the time when the sale came to the 
'knowledge of the pre-emptor. the vendee as well 
as the witnesses were present, and the pre- 
emptor at once claimed his right of pre-emption 
invoking the witnesses : 

Held, that it was not necessary under Muham¬ 
madan Law for the pre-omptor to n^ako the 
second demand. (10 Cal. lOOS, Ref.). 

[P. 294, Cs. 1 Sc 2.] 

(b) Mahomedan Law — Pre emption—Right 
arises even in transfer in lieu of dower debt. 

A right of pre-emption arises under the 
Muhammadan Law even whore property is 
transferred by a husband to his wife in oonsi- 
doration of dower-debt. (5 All. G5, Foil.). 

[P. 294. C. 2 ] 

Sulaiman —for Appellants. 

Burga Charan Banerji-ioi' Respondent. 

Judgment :—This is a defendant’s ap¬ 
peal arising* out of a suit for pro-oinption. 
The pro-ornptor’s claim was based on 
Muhammadan Law. l^otli the Courts 
below luvo dearoed the claim and the 
defendant-vendee comes hero in second 
appeal. Tlio vendor is the husl^an 1 of 
the vondco and the i)roporty was sold U't 
the lady in lieu of her dowor-doht. Tlio 
ploa taken before us is that tlio prelimi¬ 
nary demands were not inmporly satisliod 
and. thoroforo. the suit ought to have been 
dismissed. Tho facts are that at tiio time 
when tho sale came to tho knowledge of 
tho i)laintiff-pro-omptor. the voiuloe was 
present and witnesses also wore present. 
Tho plaintiff at once claiinod Ids right of 
])ro-omptiou invoking tho witnesses. It 
is urged that tho two demands ouglit to 
have boon made separately, one immedi¬ 
ately after tho other, that jtvaotioalU' om 1>' 
ono demand was made and that does not 
satisfy the roiiuireinonts of ^luhammadan 
Law. Tile authorities aro against tho ap- 
pollaiii ; as Mr. .lust ice Ameer AH in his 
book points out, if at tlio time of tho falah- 
i-)nuirii\i/>a( the pro emptor had an opjior- 
tunity of invoking witnesses in tho pro- 
souco ol tho seller or tho purchaser,or ou tho 


premises to attest the immediate demand, 
it would suffice for both the demands and 
there would be no necessity for the second. 
The reason of this is obyious. A pre- 
emptor under the Muhammadan Law 
directly he hears of the sale has to at once 
make a demand wherever he may be, 
whether the purchaser or the seller are 
or are not present, whether witnesses are 
or ai *0 not present, but it is necessary for 
him to convey knowledge of bis demand 
to the vendee or the vendor and to call 
attention to the fact that he did make his 
first demand and to invoke his witnesses 
to that effect. Where all the parties are 
present and the witnesses are present, it 
is sufficient for him to make his claim and 
call the attention of the witnesses to tho 
fact that he is doing so and that he insists 

uponhis right. [See the remarks in Nundo 

Perfthad Thakur v. Gopal Tkakur (1).] 

The next contention is that no right of 
pre-emption can arise where property is 
transferred by a husband to his wife in 
lieu of tho dower-daht. Tliis contention 
is based upon a passage to he found in 
Mr. Ameer Ali’s book, page 713, Volume I 
(4th Edition). No other authority has 
been cited. On the other hand, there is a 
decision of this Court in Fida AH v. 
Micatjar AH (2). which is based upon a 
much older decision of the Sulr Dewani 
Adalat of 18G4. Mr. Ameer .\li challenges 
this decision, saying that it appears to 
iU'oceod on a wrong interpretation of the 
law. hut ho does not point out tho error or 
consider the question any further. We 
think that we should follow the ruling of 
tdiis Court and wo, therefore, hold that 
under the circum-itances of the present 
case the right of pro-omptiom did arise. 

Tho result is that the appeal fails and 
is dismissed with costs, including fees on 
tho higher scale, 

.-InjLvad disfnissed. 


(1) (issi) 10 Cal. io:s. 

(2) (1SS3) 5 All. G:>«=1S32 A.W.N. 175. 
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Chamieb, J. 

Jwala Prasad Bai and anoi/ier—Plain¬ 
tiffs-Appellants 

V. 

Bam Sarup Bai and others —Defen¬ 
dants-Eespondents, 

Second Appeal No. 1168 of 1914, decided 
on 29fch June, 1915, from the decision of 
the Sub-J., Ghazipur, dated 19th June, 
1914. 

Occupancy holding^Mortgage of occupancy 
■and fixed rate holding together vitiates the whole 
iransaction-^Contract Act {IX of 1872), S. 24. 

Where an oooupanoy bolding and a fixed-rate 
holding are mortgaged together for a lump earn, 
and the oontraot ia one and indivisible the 
V 7 hole transaction is void. [P. 295, C. 2.] 

Bajpai —for Appellants. 

M, L, Agarwala —for Respondents. 

Judgment: — Musammat Jhiria, repre¬ 
sented in this suit by her heir Deoki, 
who was at first plaintiff No, 1 but sub¬ 
sequently became defendant No. 13, mort¬ 
gaged five plots of land to Sukhdeo Rai in 
July 1877. Shortly before this suit was 
brought Decki transferred to Jwala Prasad 
-and Siri Kishun, the present appellants, 
•9 or 10 plots which are said to include 
the five plots covered by the mortgage. 
The appellants on the strength of the sale- 
deed sued the representatives of the origi¬ 
nal mortgagee for redemption of the five 
plots mortgaged. The Munsif decreed the 
claim, but his decision was reversed by the 
Subordinate Judge who held that as the 
deed of sale in favour of the present appel¬ 
lants included plots which were part of 
an occupancy holding and therefore, not 
legally transferable, the deed of sale was 
void and conferred no title upon the appel¬ 
lants. There is no definite finding and 
Counsel in this Court are not agreed as to 
which of the plots are part of the occupan¬ 
cy holding and which are part ol a fixed- 
rate holding. Counsel for the respondents 
maintains that all five plots mortgaged 
were held by the mortgagor as an occu¬ 
pancy tenant. The learned Vakil for the 
appellants maintains that Nos. 167 and 
169/1 mentioned in the sale-deed corres¬ 
pond with No. 129 mentioued in the 
mortgage. If Counsel for the respondents 
is right, there can be no doubt whatever 
that this appeal should be dismissed for 
the appellants as transferees of an occu¬ 


pancy holding have clearly no right to 
maintain this suit. I will assume, how¬ 
ever, that one of the plots covered by the 
mortgage (No. 129) was pax’t of a fixed- 
rate holding and that the transfer to the 
appellants covered an occupancy holding 
and also part of a fixed-rate holding. It 
is contended that the transfer was valid as 
regards plot No. 129 and conferred upon 
the appellants at least a right to redeem 
that plot. The respondents, on the other 
hand, objected to the redemption of one 
plot only. It appears to me that the 
Subordinate Judge was right in dismissing 
this suit. Regarded in the light most 
favourable to the appellants, the transfer 
was a transfer of parts of an occupancy 
and of fixed-rate holding for a lump sum. 
The contract was one and indivisible, and 
it seems to me that as the transfer of an 
occupancy holding is void the whole trans¬ 
fer failed. But apart from that, it appears 
to me that the appellants are not entitled 
to pick out one of the plots in possession 
of the respondents and redeem that leaving 
them with the other plots. The appeal is 
dismissed with costs, including fees on 
the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Todball, J. 

Banarsi Das and Oo. —Defendants- 
Appallants-Applicants. 

V. 

Bulla Mai —Plaintiff - Respondent - 

Opposite Party. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 50 of 1915, 
decided on 3th July, 1915, from the order 
of the Sm. G. Court J., Agra, dated 7th 
December, 1914. 

(a) Evidence Act (I of 1872), S. 92—Term% in¬ 
consistent to written contract cannot be proved. 

It is not open to a pirty to a written contraob 
to prove a cootraot the terms of which are 
clearly inconsistent with the terms of the 
written contract. [P. 926, C. 2.] 

(b) Contract Act {IX of 1872), Ss. 73 a 7 td 
Actual damage be proved. 

Sections 73 and 75 of the Contract Act make 
it compulsory on the plaintiff to show that he 
has suffered and the extent to which he has 
suffered, before a Court can award him damages 
fora breach of contract. (iO Bom, L. R 1113 
to). [p. 297, C. l.i 

S. K. Dar —for Applicants. 

Narain Prasad—ior Opposite Party. 
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Judgment :—This is an application for 
revision arising out of a suit brought in 
the Court of Small Causes at Agra to 
recover the sum of Rs. 150 as damages for 
breach of contract. The plaintiff's case 
put briedy was, that the appellants had 
agreed to deliver to him certain goods at 
certain price in a certain month at Agra, 
that they had failed to fiulfil their con¬ 
tract, that they had subsequently tendered 
the goods after considerable delay, and 
that these goods were not up to sample, 
and he, therefore, by reason of a breach of 
contract had suffered damage to the extent 
of Rs. 150. Many pleas were taken in de¬ 
fence. One raised the question of jurisdic¬ 
tion, namely, that the suit was not 
cognisable in the Court at Agra ; another 
was that under the terms of the agreement 
made between the parties, the dispute had 
to be settled by arbitration and, therefore, 
the jurisdiction of the Court had been 
ousted ; the third was that the plaintiff 
had suffered no damages. There wore 
many other pleas which it is unnecessary 
to mentiou. The Court held that it had 
jurisdiction, that both parties had thrown 
on one side the agreement to settle their 
disputes by arbitration and, therefore, 
that agreement was no longer binding. In 
regard to damages it held that though the 
plaintiff had failed to prove what damage 
he had sufl'ered, still he was entitled, to 
some damage and awarded “ nominal ” 
damages. Tlie defendants have come here 
in revision and most of the legal points 
have been again pressed before me. 

In so far as the question of arbitration 
was concerned, it seems to me that the 
Court helow was ([uite right for it is clear 
that both parties had thrown over so 
much of their agreement as related to 
arbitration. Neither side had attorai^tod 
to onfovco that clause and both sides, as a 
matter of fact, had gone into Court to on- 
force their rights. The question of jurisdic¬ 
tion depends entirely upon the contract 
which was mado between the parties. The 
defendants wore agents of an English lirm. 
That Englisli hriu manufactured cloth in 
England, and sold its goods on certain 
terms which are embodied in a document 
which ha.s boon doscribod in this suit as 
an indent" and which has been signed 
by the plaiutill in the prosonb suit. 
According to the terms of that document 
the goods wore to bo delivered in Eomhay, 
and the payinont was to 1)0 mado by tlio 
plaintilt at Delhi, The Court below came 
to the conclusion that bccauso the condi¬ 


tions in question were all set out in- 
English, and. the plaintiff did nob know 
that language, therefore, it must be pre¬ 
sumed that they did nob understand what 
they were signing. Further, it has oome 
to the conclusion that the plaintiff 
received an assurance that the goods, 
would actually be delivered to him at 
Agra on payment by him of the value into 
the Bank at Agra, and that this assurance 
was ihade at the time that the defendant 
invited the plaintiff to purchase the goods. 
It would be somewhat difficult. I must 
admit, to accept the inference drawn by • 
the Court below that as the conditions of' 
the document were in English, therefore, 
the plaintiff did nob understand it. As a 
matter of fact such documents are very 
common indeed in this country, and those 
persons who habitually deal in cotton goods- 
as a rule fully understand all that is set 
out therein. The document clearly and 
distinctly sets forth that the goods shall 
be shipped to Bombay and the meaning 
clearly is that the purchaser must make 
his own arrangements to take delivery 
from Bombay and convey to his own shop. 
Lastly, the lower Court has held that th& 
contract was nob completed on the 16th of 
Dacerabor 1912, that on that date the 
plaintiff signed the tlooument which con¬ 
stituted an offer to purchase on these 
terms, that the offer was communicated to 
the firm in England, accepted by it, and 
then the aooeptanos of the offer was sent by 
the defendants from Delhi by post to the 
plaintiff at Agra. The oontraob, therefore, 
was completed at Delhi and the verbal 
assurance of a dalal^ on the 16th of Decem¬ 
ber, 1912, could form no part of the con¬ 
tract, It may bo that a firm, like that of 
the defendants, does, as a matter of fact, 
assist purchasers in getting their goods 
cleared at Bombay and conveyed to their 
place of business, although it is no part of 
the contract entered into between the par- 
ties. On the lower Court's own finding the 
l^liintiff pui'ohasod on the conditions en- 
torod in the document, and the offer to 
purchase on those conditions was subse¬ 
quently acooptod. It is not open, in my 
opinion, to the plaintiff to prove a con¬ 
tract the terms of which are clearly 
inconsistent with the terms of the written 
oonbraot. Therefore, in my opinion, no 
portion of the cause of action arose at 
Agra and the Court at Agra had no juris¬ 
diction to entertain the suit. The con¬ 
tract was not mado at Agra ; no portion of 
it had to be carried out in Agra ; delivery 




1915 


Mt. Kazmi Jan v. Shib Chaban 


Allahabad 297 


^as feo be at Bombay and payment was 
to bo made at Delhi, It, therefore, seems 
to me that the decision of the Court below 
cannot be allowed to stand. But there is 
another point which clearly affects the 
plaintiff’s case. The lower Court in its 
judgment was clearly of opinion that the 
plaintiff bad failed to prove what damage 
he had suffered. It was clearly of opinion 
that the plaintiff refused to take delivery 
of the goods because, as a matter of fact, 
the price had considerably fallen and it 
was to his advantage to refuse to take 
delivery. Section 73 of the Contract Act 
clearly lays down that when a contract 
has been broken, the party who suffers by 
such breach is entitled to receive from the 
party who has broken the contract com¬ 
pensation for any loss or damage caused 
to him thereby. If S. 73 applies and not 
S. 75, as has been urged on behalf of the 
defendants, even then it was for the plain¬ 
tiff to show that he had suffered from the 
breach of contract and the extent of his 
suffering. The finding of the Court below 
is that the plaintiff had actually gained 
instead of suffered, and it has awarded to 
the plaintiff not the damage which was 
caused to him by the breach of contract, 
but what it was pleased to call nominal 
damages to the extent of Bs. 75. If S. 75 
applied to the present case (and I would 
note that the plaintiff had stated that he 
did rescind the contract) it is clear that 
the person who rescinds a contract is 
entitled to compensation for the damage 
which he has actually sustained through 
the non-fulfilment of the contract. What¬ 
ever the English Law on the subject may 
be it is quite clear, in my opinion, that 
Ss. 73 and 75 make it compulsory on the 
plaintiff to show that he has suffered and 
the extent to which he has suffered, before 
the Court can award him damages for the 
breach of conti*act. The point was con¬ 
sidered in P. R. d Go. v. Bhagwandas 
ChatnrbliHj (l), Mr. Justice Knight 
who decided that case remarked as fol¬ 
lows :— 

“ Studied in the light of this illustra¬ 
tion, I am convinced that the Indian Act 
does nob sanction or permit an action for 
breach of contract of sale save where 
specific damage is proved to have resulted 
from that breach. Section 73 not only 
confines the right of relief to the party who 
suffers, but provides how his loss is to be 
measured, what it is to include and what 


(1) (1908) 10 Bom. L. R. 1113. 
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to exclude and what circumstances tho 
Court must take into account in estimate 
ing the loss. Eor the party who does nofc- 
prove that he has suffered it provides no 
relief whatever.” In my opinion on both 
these points, the plaintiff’s case ought to 
have failed and should have been dismiss¬ 
ed. I allow the application. I set aside 
the decree of the Court below and the 
plaintiff s suit will stand dismissed with 
costs in both Courts. 

Decree set aside. 
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PlGGOTT, J, 

Mt, Kazmi Jan —Plaintiff-Appellant 

v. 

Shib Charan —Defendant-Respondent, 

Second Appeal No. 1057 of 1914. decid- 
edon 14th June, 1915, from the decision 
of the Addl. J., Moradabad, dated 21st 
April, 1913. 

Mahomedan Law ^Dsbts—Creditor of deceased 
cannot follow estate in hands of bona fide 
transferee from heir. 

A creditor of a deoeased Jluhammadan oanaot 
follow his estate into tho hands of a bona fide 
purchaser for value to whom it has been alienat¬ 
ed by an heir-at-law, whether the alienation 
had been by an absolute sale or by a mortgage. 

[P. 298, C. 2 ] 

One A mortgaged a house to the predeoessors- 
in-title of the plaintiff. On A’s death, his 
widow, J, mortgiged the same house to the 
defendant. The plaintiff brought a suit on his 
mortgage impleading the present defendant as a 
subsequent mortgagee, but he got only a simple 
money-decree in execution of which he put the 
house to sale and purchased it on 23rd June, 
1913. In tho meantime tho defendant had 
brought a suit upon his mortgigo and obtained 
a decree for sale of the house on the 24bh Sep¬ 
tember, 1912. The plaintiff then brought the 
present suit for a declaration that the house 
was not saleable in execution of the defendant’s 
decree : 

Keld, that the plaintiff, by his auction-pur¬ 
chase, acquired no title to tho house which 
could override the rights of the defendant 
under his mortgage or under his decree. (26 All 
28, Ref.) [P. 293, C. 2.] 

Muhammad Ishaq Khan —for Appel¬ 
lant. 

Mohan Lai Sandal —for Respondent. 

Judgment : —It appears that one 
Imdad AH mortgaged, in the year 1897, 
a house to a person whose heirs subse¬ 
quently transferred their rights under the 
mortgage to the present plaintiff-appellant. 
Imdad Ali died and his widow, Mt. 
Iradatunnissa, in the year 1907, mortgaged 
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the same house to the present defendant-^ 
respondent. The plaintiff brought a suit 
upon his mortgage impleading the present 
defendant as a subsequent mortgagee of 
the property in suit. For reasons which 
have not been made apparent, the Court 
gave the plaintiff a simple money-decree 
enforceable against the assets of Imdad 
Ali in the hands of any of the defendants. 
In execution of this decree the plaintiff 
attached the house in question, brought 
it to sale, and purchased it himself obtain¬ 
ing possession on June the 23rd, 1913. In 
the meantime the defendant had brought 
a suit upon his mortgage against 
Mt. Iradatunnissa, and on the 24th of 
September, 1912 had obtained a decree for 
sale of a fractional share in the said house 
representing the share which came 
to Mt. Iradatunnissa by inheritance. 
The present suit was one for a declaration 
that the house in question is not liable to 
sale in execution of the defendant’s decree. 
The suit was decreed by the Court of first 
instance; but on appeal the learned Dis¬ 
trict Judge came to the conclusion that 
the suit for a declaration was not main¬ 
tainable and he dismissed it accordingly. 
Acting, however, on some admission made 
before him by the defendant he has given 
the plaintiff a simple money-decree for 
Rs. 50, which appears to be the amount 
of his decree without interest. The plain¬ 
tiff appeals to this Court contending, in 
the first place, that the suit for a declara¬ 
tion should have been decreed and secondUj, 
that if any money-decree was passed it 
should have included interest up to-date. 
In so far as any argument has been ad¬ 
dressed to me in support of the appeal 
based upon the fact that the defendant 
was a party to the plaintiff’s suit upon his 
mortgage, I find no force in the contention. 
The suit as brought upon the mortgage 
of 1897 was dismissed. Whatever defence 
was sot up in that case by the defendant 
Shib Charan it must have oomplotely 
Ruccoodod, for he was in no way affected 
by the decree actually passed. Even if 
by some oversight the simple money-decree 
was loft to stand as a joint decree against 
all the defendants, the fact tiiat it is re¬ 
coverable only out of tlio assets of Imdad 
Ali in the hands of such defendants would 
in itself free Shib Charan from all liability 
thoroundor. The real contention pressed 
on behalf of the appellant is tliat the 
debt duo to the i)laintiff as a creditor of 
Imdad Ali must have priority over the 
debt duo to the defendant Sahib Charan 


as a creditor of one of Imdad Ali's heirs. 
In support of this contention I have been 
I’eferred to certain general principles laid 
down in Wilson’s Digest of Muhammadan ‘ 
Law and also to the case of Bhola Nath v, 
Maqbul-un nissa (1), The whole trend of 
the argument for the appellant overlooks 
the fact that Shib Charan’s position is not 
merely that of a creditor of Mt. Iradat-un- 
nissa, but of a transferee of a portion of 
Imdad All’s estate from one of his heirs. 
The general principle that a creditor of a. 
deceased Muhammadan cannot follow his 
©state into the hands of a hofia fids pur¬ 
chaser for value to whom it has been 
alienated by an heir-at-law, whether the 
alienation had been by an absolute sale or 
by a mortgage, was re-affirmed by the 
learned Judges of this Court who decided 
the case of Bhola N xth v. Ma'^hul-wi^nissa 
(l) (Vide page 32 of the report). It is also 
laid down clearly in those passages of 
Mr. Saiyed Ameer Ali’s book on Muham¬ 
madan Law which are referred to in the 
judgment of the lower Appellate Court, In 
my opinion the plaintiff by his auction- 
purchase acquired no title to the house in 
question which could override the rights 
of the defendant Sahib Charan under his 
mortgage of 1907 or under his decree of 
1912. The house in question or rather 
Mt. Iradat-un nissa's share in the same is 
liable to sale under the defendant’s decree 
and no declaration to the contrary can be 
made. The plaintiff has obtained a money- 
decree in his favour which could not, in my 
opinion, have been passed except on the 
admission of the defendant. I presume it 
to have been validly passed, as it is not 
challenged by way of appeal or cross-ob¬ 
jections on the part of the defendant but 
I certainly cannot add to it by allowing 
interest as contended for in the last plea in 
this memorandum of appeal. The result 
is that I dismiss this appeal with costs, 
including fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 


(1) (1901) 26 All. 2S=1903 A.W.N. 184. 




1915 


Mt. Eam Piari V. Eaghunath Singh Aljahabad 299 


A. I- R. 1915 Allahabad 299. 

PlGGOTT, J. 

Mt, Bam Piari —Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Baghunath Singh and others —Plaintiffs- 
Defendants- Eespondents. 

Seoond Appeal No, 723 of 1914, decided 
on Ist June, 1915, from the decision of the 
Dist. J., Parrukhabad, dated 14th Febru¬ 
ary, 1914. 

Tranifer,of\ Projoerty Act (IF of 18S2) , Ss. 60, 07, 
■74 and $1—Subsequent mortgagees though holding 
rights under a‘prior mortgage by redemption can¬ 
not be forced to set up their rights and are en¬ 
titled to redeem puisne mortgage^Puisne mort¬ 
gagee having purchased equity of redemption in 
auction-sale was held entitled to redeem plaintiff's 
■subsequent mortgagees. 

One K S was the owner of a certain zemindari. 
One of the four sons ot K S mortgaged a one. 
iourbh share to the father of R, the defendant, 
on the 7th of December. 1877. On July 27th, 
1877, the whole property was usufruotuarily 
mortgaged by the four sons to Z. The entire 
consideration of Z’s mortgage went towards 
satisfying a decree for sale obtained on a pie- 
'vious mortgage of 1872. The plaintiffs, having 
acquired certain shares in the equity of redemp¬ 
tion from some of the descendants of 5, re¬ 
deemed the entire mortgage from Z. R brought 
a suit on her father’s mortgage and she implead¬ 
ed only the son of her mortgagor and also Z, 
but not the present plaintiffs. She obtained a 
■decree for sale of the one-fourth share and pur- 
'Chased it herself. The plaintiffs then brought 
the present suit for redemption of the mortgage 
of December 7th, 1877: 

Heldy that the plaintiffs were entitled to re¬ 
deem the mortgage of the 7th of December. 1877 
and that whatever rights Z ot the plaintiffs, as 
her suooessors-ln-interest, might hold in respect 
of the mortgage of 1872, these were not rights 
which the plaintiffs could be compelled to set 
up or to exercise against their will and that the 
possible existence of such rights did not affeot 
the position of the plaintiffs as mortgagees sub¬ 
sequent to the defendant. 

[P. 299, 0, 2 and P. 300, C. 1.] 

Held, further, that R as auction-purchaser of 
the equity of redemption, had a right of redemp¬ 
tion. 23 Bom. 153, Ref. [P. 300, C. 1.] 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Appellant. 

Sowhny —for Eespondents. 

Judgment The somewhat compli¬ 
cated facts out of which this second appeal 
arises are fully given in the judgment of 
the lower Appellate Court. The essential 
point in issue admits of being briefly 
stated. There wag a certain zamlndari 
property belonging to a family descended 
from one Khuwat Singh. A one-fourth 
share in this zamindari property was mort¬ 
gaged by one of the four sons of the said 
Khuwat Singh to the father of Mt, Eam- 
piyari, the present defendant-appellant. 
The date of this mortgage was December 


7th, 1877. On July, 27th, 1887, the whole 
of the property in question was mortgaged 
by the four sons of Khuwat Singh, with 
possession, to one Mt. Zaibunnissa. The 
plaintiffs in the present suit acquired 
certain share in the equity of redemption 
from some of the descendants of Khuwat 
Singh and on the strength of this acquisi¬ 
tion have redeemed the entire mortgage in 
favour of Mt, Zaibunnissa, and have 
apparently obtained possession. Subse¬ 
quently Mt, Eampiyari brought a suit 
on her father's mortgage of Decem¬ 
ber 7th, 1877, in which she impleaded 
only the son of her mortgagor, and also 
Mt. Zaibunnissa, who had at the time 
no interest in the property in ques- 
J;ioD, as her mortgage had been paid off. 
She did not implead the present plaintiffs. 
She got a decree for sale in respect of 
the one-fourth share covered by her mort- 
gage, brought that share to sale and pur¬ 
chased it herself. Whether she has or 
has not succeeded in obtaining effective 
possession of this one-fourth share as 
against the plaintiff is not clear from the 
pleadings on the evidence in the case. The 
present suit is by the plaintiffs for re¬ 
demption of the mortgage of December 7th, 
1877, in favour of Mt. Rampiyari’s father,’ 
The suit was dismissed by the Court 
of first instance, but has been decreed 
on appeal. In both the Courts below 
the only point actually decided was a very 
narrow one. It appears that the entire 
consideration of Mt. Ziibunnisa's mort- 
gage of July 27bh, 1837, went towards 
satisfying^ a decree for sale which had 
been obtained on a previous mortgage, 
affecting the entire property of Khuwat 
Singh, executed on April IGth, 1872. Mt. 
Eampiyari contends that the plaintiffs 
have succeeded to the rights of Mt. Zai- 
bunnissa in respect of her mortgage of 
July 16th, 1872. The argument is that 
Mt. Zaibunnisa could have held up this 
prior mortgage as a shield in any suit 
brought against her in respect of her 
mortgage of July 27bh, 1887, that she 
was, therefore, in effect a prior mortgagee 
as compared with the father of Mt, Eam¬ 
piyari and not a subsequent mortgagee. I 
agree with the learned Dibtrict Judge 
that, whatever rights Mt. Zaibunnissa, or 
the plaintiffs as her successors-in-interest, 
might hold in respect of the mortgage of 
July 16th, 1872, these were not rights 
which the plaintiffs could be compelled to 
set up or to exercise against their Will. 
The possible existence of such rights does 
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nofc, therefore, affect the position of these 
plaintiffs as mortgagees subsequent to the 
|defendant-appellant. Had they been im¬ 
pleaded in the suit brought by the latter 
on her father’s mortgage, they would not 
have been bound to sot up any claim in 
respect of the mortgage of July 16th. 1872, 
and they might have been content to exer¬ 
cise the right of redemption which they 
possess as subsequent mortgagees under 
the deed of July 27th, 1887. They were 
deprived of this option by not being im¬ 
pleaded as defendants in the suit for sale 
brought by ML Rampiyari. I hold, there¬ 
fore, that these plaintiffs possess an exist¬ 
ing right of redemption in respect of the 
mortgage of December 7th, 1877, which 
they are entitled to exercise, as they claim 
to do, in the present suit. 

The memorandum of appeal to this 
Court raises a further point, about which 
I feel considerable difficulty* Mt. Ram- 
piyari’s present position is not merely that 
of a mortgagee under the deed of December 
7th, 1877, but she is also the purchaser of 
the equity of redemption in respect of the 
share affected by that mortgage. The 
transfer of the equity of redemption by 
the auction-sale under which Rampiyari 
purchased was effected behind the backs 
of the present plaintiffs, and could not 
deprive them of the right of redemption 
which they possess as subsequent mort- 
Igagees. It was, however, an effective 
transfer (juci the rights of the niortgagor, 
just as much as if the mortgagor had sold 
his equity of redemption to the prior mort¬ 
gagee by a private sale behind the back of 
the subsequent mortgagees I have no 
doubt, therefore, that the defendant-appel¬ 
lant, Mt. Rampiyari, has a right of redemp¬ 
tion as against the plaintitts-rospondents. 
In IldssanhJtdi v. Uniaji (l), in a case 
strongly analogous to the present one, tlio 
High Court in second appeal passed a de¬ 
cree which had tlieoHect of giving the prior 
mortgagee, who liad acquired the e(|uity of 
redemption, a first option of redeeming 
the subsequent mortgages, oven while 
assorting the right of the subsequent 
mortgagees to redeoin the prior mortgage, 
if tiio Iioldor of the equity of redemption 
failed to redeem them. The difficulty 
I fool about passing a similar decree 
in tlio ])rosont case is in tlionviin a prac¬ 
tical one, arising out of the state of the 
pleadings and the evidence. It is true 
that, in the fourth and fifth paragraphs of 


(1) (1901) 28 Bom. 153=5 Bom. L. R. 893. 


her written statement, ML Ram¬ 
piyari did plead her rights as a purchaser 
of the equity of redemption. She went on 
to assert that the present suit had only 
been brought in order to anticipate a suit 
for redemption which she herself was 
about to institute against the present, 
plaintiffs. She did not, however, proceed 
to claim any sort of alternative relief on 
the strength of these pleadings, apart from 
the dismissal of the plaintiffs’ suit 
altogether. Something must have been 
said about the point in argument in the 
Court of first instance, for the learned 
Munsif fixed an issue in the following, 
terms ; “ Can the plaintiffs or the defen¬ 
dant No. 1 get any relief in this case ? ** 
No evidence was led by either party to 
show the amount that would be due to the 
plaintiffs for the redemption of Mt, 
Zaibunnissa's mortgage, beyond the 
fact that the sum actually paid to- 
Mt. Zaibunnissa by the plaintiffs- 
respondents was Rs. 1,000. Whether there- 
were any costs of redemption which the 
plaintiffs would be entitled to add to this- 
amount is not apparent from the record. 
Moreover, no question was raised in the 
Courts below, or has been gone into, as to 
whether the integrity of the mortgage in 
favour of Mt. Zaibunnissa has been 
so broken up as to entitle Mt. 
Rampiyari to redeem a one-fourth share 
of the property affected by that mortgage 
on payment of one-fourth of the mortgage- 
debt. Some argument has been addressed 
to me on the questions of law involved ; 
but I doubt whether the materials on the 
record arc sufficient to enable me to decide 
them. A question of limitation might 
perhaps arise, in view of the fact that the 
plaintiffs paid off the whole of Mt. 
Zaibuuissa’s mortgage at a time 
when tlioy only held a fractional share in 
the equity of redemption, and they would 
consequently become the holders of a 
charge in respect of the shai*os in the equity 
of redemption which do not belong to 
them, including, of course, the share of 
the mortgagor whoso rights have been 
acquired by Mt Rampiyari. Under all 
the circumstances, I do not think that 
the right of Rampiyari, as owner 
of the equity of redemption, to redeem 
from the plaintiffs-rospondonts, either 
tho whole of the property covered by 
the mortgage of July 27th, 1887, or a 
one-fourth share in the same on payment 
of a proportionate fraction of tho consider¬ 
ation, can properly or oonvenieutly bG 
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determined in the present suit. I, there¬ 
fore, content myself, with dismissing the 
appeal and I do so accordingly with costs, 
including fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 301 

Eichards, C. J. and Banerti,1J. 

Ohummun Prasad Choube and another 
—Plaintiffs-Appellants 

V. 

Pranpat Choube and others —Defen- 
dants-Eespondents. 

First Appeals Nos. 377 and 407 of 1913, 
decided on 24th March, 1915, from the 
■decision of the Sub-J., Gorakhpur, dated 
10th May, 1913. 

Hindu, Law-Partition — Grand-molher eniiiled 
to share in partition between son and grandsons 
under Milakshara. 

At a partition between a father and bis soqs, 
the grandmother is not entitled to a share 
under the Mitakskara Law. (16 I. 0. 88 , Ref.) 

[P. 302, C. 1.] 

Tej Bahadur Sapru and Iswar Saran — 
for Appellants. 

Wallach and Jang Bahadxtr —for Ees- 
pondents. 

Facts The following geneological 
table shows the relationship of the 
parties: 

RAMNATH CHOUBE 

Musammat Dip Kali (wife) defendant No. 2 

I 

Pranpat Choube, defendant No. 1 

I 


Musammat Lakrani Musammat 

(Ut wife) defendant Dhanwanta (2nd 

No. 3, wife), defendant No. 4. 

Ghumman Prasad, plaintiff 

No. 1 . 

I 

Ram Blrja, plaintifi No. 2, 

Ghumman Prasad, son, and Ram Birja 
Choube, grandson of Pranpat Choube, 
sued Pranpat Choube, his two wives and 
his widowed mother. Ml. Dip Kali, 
for partition of the family property. 
Among other pleas, the plaintiffs alleged 
that Mt. Dip Kali was the step¬ 
mother of Pranpat Choube and was not 
entitled to a share at the partition. The 
defendants contended, among other things, 
that Ddt. Dip Kali was the mother 
of Pranpat Choube and was entitled to a 


share at the partition* The Subordinate 
Judge held that she was the mother of 
Pranpat Choube, but she was not entitled 
to a share in the property. The Subordi¬ 
nate Judge's judgment being partly in 
favour of the plaintiffs and partly against 
them, both parties appealed to the High 
Court. 

Judgment: —This and the connected 
Appeal No. 407 of 1913 arise out of a suit 
for partition, brought by the son and 
grandson of Pranpat Choube, defendant 
No. 1. The defendant No. 2 is the mother 
of defendant No. 1. Defendant No. 3 is 
the wife of defendant No. 1 and mother of 
plaintiff No. 1. The defendant No. 4 is, 
according to the plaintiffs, the mistress of 
defendant No. 1. According to the defen¬ 
dant No. 1 she is his lawful wife. The 
■ plaintiff’s main objection to the decree of 
the Court below is that one-eighth of the 
estate which has been allotted to the minor 
plaintiff, has been placed in charge of 
the defendant No. 1. The case is really 
a very sad one. The family appears to 
have been quite prosperous, possessed of a 
considerable amount of immovable pro¬ 
perty and a good deal of produce of the 
land. The plaintiff No. 1 comes into 
Court alleging that his father (the defen¬ 
dant No. 1) is an immoral man, in that he 
is keeping defendant No. 4 as his mistress. 
The Court below has considered this 
question and has come to the conclusion 
that there is no truth whatever in the 
allegation. The defendant No. 1 himself 
went into the witness-box and proved that 
the defendant No. 4 was his married wife. 
This Was an important admission. If she 
was a mere mistress, he could never here¬ 
after deny that the lady was his wife. 
The lady appears to be of the same caste 
and a person whom he could legally 
marry. A number of witnesses were 
produced to prove the marriage, and the 
uncle of the lady deposed that he paid 
the expenses. The defendant No. 2, an 
old lady, proved that the marriage did 
take place. We entirely agree with the 
finding of the Court below that the defen¬ 
dant No. 4 is not the mistress but is the 
married wife of the defendant No. 1. It 
is an admitted fact that one Mohar Dat 
(the father-in-law of the plaintiff No. 1) 
was indebted to defendant No. 1 on a 
bond, that this bond was handed back by 
the plaintiff No. 1 to his father in-law 
with an endorsement of payment. The 
Court has found in another suit that 
this was a dishonest transaction between 
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the plaintiff No* 1 and the father-in-law, 
and the latter was made responsible for 
the bond. Plaintiff No. 1 is at present 
about 23 years of age, and it seems pretty 
clear that the present suit is really 
brought at the instigation of Mohar Dat 
with the probable result that his son-in- 
law and his son-in-law’s family will be 
ruined. Against the finding of the Court 
below of the legal right of plaintiff No. 1 
to have partition, no exception can be 
taken and we are reluctantly constrained 
to hold that the plaintiff is entitled to a 
decree for partition. Under the circum¬ 
stances we think that it would be most 
undesirable that his son’s share should be 
placed in his charge. The son’s share 
will, of course, remain in charge of defen¬ 
dant No. 1 who will hold it on behalf of 
the minor plaintiff. 

In the connected appeal it is alleged* 
first, that the plaintiff is not entitled to 
claim partition. As already stated this 
position cannot be supported. It is next 
said that Dip Kali is entitled 

to a share on partition. This is against 
the ruling in Sheo Narain v. Janlci Pra- 
sad (l). It is lastly contended that one 
of the villages was purchased with money 
which belonged to Mt, Dip Kali. We 
entirely agree with the view taken by the 
Court below upon this point. The result 
is that both appeals fail. 

We accordingly dismiss this appeal 
with costs including in this Court, fees on 
the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed. 

(1) (1912) 16 1.0, 88=34 All. 505. 
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Knox, J. 

AmUJea Pershad — Docree-hoIder-Ap- 
pollant 

V. 

Salamat Judgmont-dobtor-Kes- 

pondont. 

Kx. Second Appeal No. 335 of 1915, 
decided on 18th May. 1915, from a deci¬ 
sion of the District J., Azamgarh, dated 
23rd December, 1914. 


SaIiAMAt Khan (Knox. J.) 

upto the date fixed for payment but pays it 
before the deoree ia made absolute, is entitled 
to redeem the property on auoh payment. 

[P. 302, 0. 2.] 

Ishwar Saran and Parmeshtoar Dayal 
—for Appellant. 

Shafiuzzaman —for Respondent. 

Judgrment Ambika Pershad. the 
appellant, has obtained a deoree against 
Salamat Khan, the respondent. This was 
based upon a compromise arrived at bet¬ 
ween the parties, according to which the 
appellant was entitled to redeem the 
property, if he paid Rs. 2-8. Regarding 
the payment of Rs. 2-8 the deoree says in 
one place that it is to be paid on Phagun 
Sudi purnamashit In another place it is 
said that Rs. 2-8 was to be paid at the 
time of obtaining possession. The date 
Phagun Sudi purnamashi had passed 
when the decree-holder came into Court 
with an application to execute the deoree. 
He, however, brought Rs. 2-8 with him 
and prayed that they might be made over 
to the judgment-debtors. The Court 
accepted Rs. 2-8, but does not seem to 
have passed any definite orders about it. 
The Court of first instance, however, re¬ 
cognising that Rs. 2-8 had been paid 
before proceedings in execution commenc¬ 
ed, granted the application. The judgment- 
debtors objected that the time for pay¬ 
ment had passed and money could no 
longer be received and the application for 
execution should be dismissed. The Court 
of first instance did not accept this con¬ 
tention and allowed the proceeding to 
continue ; but on appeal the learned Dis¬ 
trict Judge set aside theMunsif’s decision 
and ordered that the execution case should 
be dismissed. The case has come here in 
appeal and the contention is raised that 
inasmuch as the deoree had not been 
made absolute, the appellant was entitled 
to redeem the property on payment of 
Rs. 2-8. 

This plea appears to me to be a valid one 
and prevails* I set aside the order of the| 
lower Appellate Court and direct that 
Court to replace this case upon its roll of 
pending appeals and to determine it 
according to law. Costs will follow the 
event* 

Order set aside. 


Civil P.C, (Vofms),0.3i. Rr.Tand 8. paj/- 
fnent before final decree redeems. 

In a rediinplfon suit the mortgagor deoree- 
holder who fftils to pay the redemption money 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Bharath Ghaube and others —Defen¬ 
dants-Appellants 

V. 

Gaya Ghaube and others —Plaintififs- 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 485 of 1913, decided 
on 14th May, 1915, from a decision of the 
Dist. J., Ghazipur, dated 15bh January, 
1913. 

Begiilration Act (XYI of 1908), S. i7(2) (b)— 
Compromise between decre6 hoider& in execution 
and acted upon requires no registration — Compro' 
mise is binding — Compromise. 

(a) The joiat holdera of a deoree entered into a 
compromise among themselves as to the manner 
In which the deoree should be executed and 
their petition of compromise was presented to 
the execution Court and acted upon. 

Held, that the compromise did not require 
zegietration. [P. &04, C. 1.] 

(b) Held, further, that the compromise was 
admissible in evidenoe and binding upon the 
parties by reason of the order to that edaot, 
which was passed upon it, by the Court execut¬ 
ing the deoree. {Case-Law Ref.). [P. 301, C. 2.] 

Bajpai —for Appellants. 

Abdul Majid, Hamidullah Khan and 
Haribans Sahai —for Respondents. 


Judgment :—This is a defendant’s ap¬ 
peal in a suit for possession which arose 
out of certain previous litigation. There 
was a zemindari share of a 4 annas 8 pies 
belonging to one Harnam Singh. There 
were two incumbrances on this share, one 
was a mortgage of Rs. 931 in favour of the 
plaintiffs-respondents now before us. The 
other was a charge of Rs. 1,200 due on 
account of a premium lease in favour of 
the present defendants-appellants. Harnam 
Singh sold this share, and a suit for pre¬ 
emption was brought in which both par¬ 
ties to the appeal now before us appeared 
as joint plaintiffs. The result was that 
their right of pre-emption was decreed and 
it was held that a sum of Rs. 3,300 repre¬ 
sented the sale price, apart from incum¬ 
brances. The Court, therefore, passed a 
decree for pro emption of the entire share, 
jointly in favour of all the plaintiffs then 
before it, on payment of Rs. 1,169. In 
view of the fact that the incumbrances on 
the property were unequal in amount and 
different in nature, the pre-emption de¬ 
cree as passed was calculated to lead to 
difficulties in the execution department, 
-and it is clear that-it did so. One set of 


plaintiffs, who are the plaintiffs-respon- 
dents now before us, paid into Court the 
entire sum of Rs, 1,169 and asked for pos¬ 
session* Objections were raised by the 
other set of plaintiffs, the defendants-ap¬ 
pellants now before us, and eventually a 
petition of compromise was presented to 
the Court executing the pre-emption 
decree. That petition was to the effect that 
possession over a share of 2 annas 8 pies 
should be given to one set of plaintiffs (the 
respondents now before us), and over a 
share of 2 annas to the other set of plain¬ 
tiffs, the appellants now before us. It was 
further provided that the payment of 
Rs. 1,169 should be treated as having been 
made on behalf of all the decree-holders, 
pre-emptors, and that the holders of the 
premium lease should give up their rights 
under the same. The order passed on this 
petition was that the parties should be 
considered bound by it and the deci'ee 
executed accordingly. Unfortunately at a 
later stage the Court executing the pre¬ 
emption decree seems to have felt some 
difficulty about duly carrying out its own 
order. It had directed possession over a 
share of 2 annas 8 pies to be given to one 
set of plaintiffs, the present respondents. 
An objection was put in by the other set 
of plaintiffs (the present appellants) to the 
effect that, though proprietary possession 
might be given, the executing Court was 
not entitled to eject them from their pos¬ 
session as lessees. On this the Court said 
that all it was concerned with in executing 
the decree was to give proprietary posses¬ 
sion to the parties in accordance with the 
terms of the compromise, and it passed 
orders accordingly. The present suit as 
brought by the plaintiffs-respondents was 
to recover possession of a share of 2 annas 
8 pies. As it happened, the lease in favour 
of the opposite party covered a share of 4 
annas 3 pies only, and it has been finally 
decided by the Courts below that the pre¬ 
sent plaintiffs are, as a matter of fact, in 
actual possession of a share of 5 pies and 
had no need to sue in respect of the same. 
The question, however, remains as to the 
claim of the plaintiffs to obtain actual 
possession over the share of 2 annas 
3 pies, in respect of which the 
defendants-appellants are asserting jjheir 
rights to continue in possession under the 
terms of their lease. The case went to trial 
in the Courts below on a number of issues 
all of which have been decided in favour 
of the plaintiffs. An important question 
of fact was whether the sum of Rs. 1,169 
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paid infco Court by the present respon¬ 
dents actually came out of their pockets, 
or whether some portion of the same was 
contributed by the defendants-appellants. 
This point has been found in favour of the 
plaintiffs on the evidence, and if the find¬ 
ing is correct, there is certainly no equity 
in favour of the defendants appellants. 
The one contention on behalf of the 
latter which we have to consider is as to 
the admissibility in evidence of the com¬ 
promise filed in the execution- Court. 
Undoubtedly that compromise has been 
admitted in evidence by the Courts below 
and has been made the basis of many of 
their findings.^ It has been contended 
before us that, if this document were ruled 
out as inadmissible, even the finding with 
regard to the payment of Es. 1,1G9, though 
proceeding on the face of it upon other 
evidence, would require to be re-consider¬ 
ed. We have been referred to a great deal 
of case law on the subject, which we do 
not propose to discuss in detail. The posi¬ 
tion of the parties before the execution 
Court was that ot joint holders of a decree, 
which on the face of it merely entitled 
them to recover possession of a certain 
zemindari property on payment of a cer¬ 
tain sum. The decree, as it stood with re¬ 
ference to the litigation out of which it 
arose, was an imperfect decree, and apart 
from the compromise entered into by the 
parties it is quite possible that the decree 
could not have been executed without an 
application to the Court which passed 
it to amend it or to bring it into confor¬ 
mity with the judgment. Tlie joint docree- 
holdors were undoubtedly entitled to enter 
into a compromise amongst tliemsolves as 
to the manner in which that decree 
should bo executed, and their petition of 
compromise presented to the execution 
Court did not as such require regis¬ 
tration. It was a petition to a competent 
Court and in so far as it \vas submitted to 
and was acted upon judicially, it was un¬ 
doubtedly binding upon the parties, vide 
Bindesri Naik v. Ganga S>ir(m Sahu (l). 
The petition was so far acted upon that 
proprietary possession was given to the 
two sots of dooreo-holders in acoordance 
with its terms* To this extent, at any rate, 
the document was admissible in evidence, 
and if it was adraissil)!© in evidence, 
it was not possible for the Courts to take 
into consideration one part of it and 
exclude another part. Moreover, we are 

(1) (1898) 20 All. 171 = 26 l.A. sTp^C.), 


I 

of opinion thafc, on the facts of this parti¬ 
cular case, the question of the manner 
in which the joint decree-holders were 
entitled to enjoy the fruits of their 
decree was so intimately connected with 
the question of the satisfaction or extinc¬ 
tion of the charges which the two sets of 
decree holders severally held on the pro¬ 
perty, tiie subject-matter of the decree, 
that the one question could nob be dealt 
with without the other. We are, there* 
fore, of opinion that this petition of 
compromise, although unregistered, was 
admissible in evidence and binding upon 
the parties, by reason of the order to 
that effect which was passed upon it 
by the Court executing the decree. In 
principle the case is closely analogous to 
a case decided by their Lordships of the 
Privy Council, Mahomed Mitsa v. Aghore 
Kumar Ganguli (2), and on principles of 
equity we have no doubt that these 
defendants-appellants ought to be held 
bound by the terms of the compromise, 
of which they have already taken adv&n* 
tage by obtaining proprietary possession 
over a share of 2-aanas in respect of 
which they paid no money into Court. 
For these reasons we are of opinion that 
this appeal must fail, and we dismiss it 
accordingly with costs, including in this 
Court, fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dismissed^ 


(2) A.I R. 1914 P. C. 27=42 Oal. 801 = 42 I, A. 
1 = 281 0. 930 (P.O.). 
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Knox, J. 

Bharat Duaj Damodar Das —Plaintiff- 
Appellant 

V. 

Mahabbat and others —Defendants-Res¬ 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 613 of 1914, decided 
on 20bh May, 191 j, from a decision of the 
Addl. Dist. J., Ebawah, dated 3rd March, 
1914. 


Jurisdiction—Appeal—*E«cord Oder’s order 
is not appealable to District Judge. 

No appeal lies to the Distriot Judge from an 
order ol the Record Offioet, [P. 305, C. l.J 

M, L. Aganoala —for Appellant. 

Abdul Raoof —for Respondents, 


Judgment ;—The plaint in this case 
sets out that certain land is held by the 
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■defendants as a muafi grant from the 
zemindar. The plaintiff says that he is no 
longer willing to allow the land to remain 
rent-free and he asks that a decree be 
passed for recovery of the muafi land. The 
plaint was instituted, as the description 
shows, in the Court of the Record Officer. 
District Etawah. The Record Officer heard 
the case and passed orders for resumption 
of the laud and the ejectment of the 
defendants. The defendants went into ap¬ 
peal in the Court of the Additional District 
Judge, Etawah, That officer held that the 
plaintiff had failed to prove that the grant 
was a resumable grant at the pleasure of 
the grantor ; further, that the defendants 
had acquired proprietary rights therein. 

The plaintiff comes in appeal here and 
says that no appeal lay to thd District 
Judge from the order of the Record Officer. 
This plea appears to be a good plea and 
must prevail. The appeal is decreed, but 
the memorandum of appeal to the lower 
Appellate Court will be sent back to that 
Court for return to Mahabbat and others, 
if they apply to the same, in order to be 
presented to the Court having jurisdiction. 

Appeal decreed, 
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Chamiee and Piggott, JJ. 

Kashi Nath and another —Decree- 
liolders-Appellants 

V, 

Kanhaiya Lal Sharma —Receiver- 
Respondent. 

Pirst Appeal No. 34 of 191-5, decided on 
10th May, 1915, from the order of the 2nd 
Addl. J., Aligarh. 

Provincial Insolvency Act (III of 1907), S. 31 
—Scope of—Creditors are in same position whe¬ 
ther they have attached property or not — Attach¬ 
ing creditor cannot sell property after adjudica¬ 
tion. 

Section 34 of the Provincial Insolvency Act 
was intended to put oreditota of an insolvent, 

who have not actually attached the property 
before the date of the order of adjudication in at 
least as good a position as creditors of the insol¬ 
vent who, but for his insolvency, would have 
been entitled to claim a rateable distribution of 
.the assets received on an execution sale. 

[P. 306, C. 1] 

A creditor instituted a suit against his debtor 
•and attached his property before judgment. 
Subsequently the debtor was adjudicated insol¬ 
vent. After the order of adjudication, the 
oreditor who had attached the property proceed¬ 
ed to sell the property In execution of his 
decree. The Receiver objected and claimed 
the property loi the general body of creditors. 


HsW. thak the property not having beea_ sold 
before adjudication wa^ still the property of his 
insolvent and as such was available to the 
general body of creditors. t [P. 306, 0. 1] 

Abdul Raoof —for Appellants. 

Pearey Lal Banerji —for Raspoudenfc. 

Judgment :—This is an appeal against: 
an order of fche Second Additional Judge 
of Aligarh, passed under the Provincial 
Insolvency Act- In June 1909, the appel¬ 
lants filed a suit against Keshab Deo and 
others and they caused certain immov¬ 
able property of Keshab Deo to be 
attached under 0. XXXVIII of the 
Code of Civil Procedure before judgment. 
The appellants obtained a decree in that 
suit on June 12th, 1913. In the mean¬ 
time Keshab Dec had transferred portions 
of the property by four sale deeds, dated 
November 15th and 16th and December 
6 th and 9th, 1909, and part of the pro¬ 
perty which had been attached bad been 
sold in 1909 in execution of a decree 
passed by the Bombay High Court- 
Keshab Deo had, in 1911, been declared 
in'^olvent and the respondent, Pandit 
Kanhaiya Lal Sharma, had been appoint¬ 
ed Receiver of his property. The Receiv¬ 
er has claimed the property in question 
as property which is available for the 
creditors of the insolvent, and the learned 
Judge has decided that it is property 
available for the creditors, and has directed 
the Subordinate Judge who placed the 
property under attachment to release it 
from the attachment and make it over to 
the Receiver. It appears that execution 
of the decree obtained by the appellants 
was taken out by them in 1914, the pro¬ 
perty was proclaimed for sale and the sale 
was to have taken place on January 22nd 
last. It was at this point that the Re¬ 
ceiver claimed the property on behalf of 
the general body of creditors. Under 
S. 64 of the Code of Civil Procedure 
neither private alienations made by 
Keshab Deo, nor the execution sale of the 
property could affect the rights of the 
appellants to bring the property to sale in 
execution of their decree. The appellants’ 
case is that the property has under the 
private alienations and the execution sale 
ceased to be the pi*operfcy of Keshab Deo, 
and that all that the appellants have is the 
special right conferred upon them by S. 64 
of the Code of Civil Procedure to exe¬ 
cute their decree against the property, 
notwithstanding the private alienations 
and the execution sale. They contend 
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that the property is no longer the property 
of Keshab Deo and, therefore, S. 34 of the 
Provincial Insolvency Act does not apply 
so as to entitle the Eeceiver to claim it. 
It may be that the private alienations and 
also the execution sale of the property are 
void as against the Eeceiver, and if so, 
there can, of course, be no doubt that the 
property is the property of Keshab Deo 
and S. 34 must be held to be applicable. 
Assuming, however, that the private 
alienations and the execution sale are 
not voidable or void as against the 
Eeceiver, we think that the property 
must still be regarded as the property 
of the debtor, Keshab Deo. The decree- 
holders are entitled to bring the pro¬ 
perty to sale as the property of Keshab 
Deo because the private alienations and 
execution sale are void as against them. 
Section 34 of the Provincial Insolvency 
Act provides that where execution of a 
decree is issued against the property of a 
debtor, no person shall be entitled to the 
benefit of the execution against the Recei¬ 
ver except in respect of assets realized in 
the course of execution by sale or other¬ 
wise before the date of the order of adju¬ 
dication. The sale has not yet taken 
place, but execution of the appellants’ 
decree has issued against the property. In 
our opinion the property must still be re¬ 
garded as the property of the debtor, and it 
is as property of the debtor that it is 
liable to answer the decree held by the 
appellants. It seems to us quite clear 
that S. 34 of the Provincial Insol¬ 
vency Act was intended to put creditors of 
an insolvent who have not actually at¬ 
tached the property before the date of the 
order of adjudication in at least as good a 
position as creditors of the insolvent who, 
but for his insolvency, would have been 
entitled to claim a rateable distribution of 
the assets received on an execution sale. 
In our opinion the learned Judge was right 
in holding that the property was available 
for the general body of creditors. But we 
express no opinion as to the rights of the 
alienees or of the purcliasers at the exe¬ 
cution sale, as they are not before us. 
The appeal is dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Pachkauri Baut and anoiAer—Defen* 
dants-Appellants 

. V- 

Ram Khelawan Chatibe —Plaintiff-Res¬ 
pondent. 

Second Appeal No. 922 of 1914, decided 
on 10th June, 1915, from the decision of 
the Addl. Dist. J., Gorakhpur, dated 16tb 
March, 1914. 

Hindu Law—Alienation by father of joint 
ancestral pTo%erty without legal necessity m not 
binding on sons. {Quaere)^Whether attestation 
denoted consent. 

P and his two Bona G and R oonstUnted a 
joint Hindn family, O being major and B minor. 

P alienated joint family property an-d the Bale- 
deed was attested by O, In a suit by R to Bet 
aside the alienation : 

Held, that there being no legal necessity for 
the Bale, the aon oould oonteat the alienation 
and that though the powers of a Hindu father 
as manager of a joint family were extensive, 
they did not extend to the alienation of joint 
anooBtral family property otherwise than for 
legal necessity. [P. 307. 0, 1} 

It was doubtful whether consent oould rightly 
be inferred from mere attestation in the absenoa 
of other evidence. [P. 307, 0. 1] 

Jawahir Lai Nerhu and Shijam Nath 
Micshran —for Appellants. 

Parmeshor Dayal and Iswar Saran —• 
for Eesponddnt. 

Judgment :—This was a suit by 
Hindu son to contest an alienation made 
by his father during the minority of the 
plaintiff. It appears that there was a joint 
family consisting of Ganesh' Prasad and 
his two sons, Gajadhar Prasad and Eam 
Khelawan. On 30th June. 1905, Gajadhar 
Prasad being at the time a major and Eam 
Khelawan a minor, their father, Ganesh 
Prasad, executed a deed of sale purporting 
to convey a 6 pies share in certain zemin* 
dari property to 2Iasammat Ram Kali, 
the predecessor* in title of the defendants- 
appellants. The share thus conveyed was 
part of the ancestr al property of the joint 
undivided family consisting of Ganesh 
Prasad and his two sons. The deed of sale 
was signed by Gajadhar Prasad as an 
attesting witness. The latter did not,how¬ 
ever, join in executing the deed, which is 
and purports to be a conveyance by 
Ganesh Prasad alone. Both the Courts 
below have held that the plaintiff. Ram 
Khelawan, is entitled to contest the alie¬ 
nation, the finding being that there was 
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no legal necessity for the sale* In second 
appeal to this Court it is contended that 
this was an alienation by a manager of a 
joint Hindu family acting as such and 
that all the members of the family are 
bound by the sale. The powers of a 
Hindu father as manager of a joint family 
are extensive ; but they do not extend to 
the alienation of joint ancestral family 
property otherwise than for legal neces¬ 
sity. Those cases of this Court in which 
it has been held that in certain suits the 
whole of the joint Hindu family may be 
effectively represented by the harta or 
manager of the same have no bearing on 
the point now in question and in no way 
affect the correctness of the principle 
above stated. 

In the second place, the appellants ask 
the Court to treat the sale in question as 
an alienation by all the adult members 
of the joint family and, therefore, binding 
upon the plaintiff, Ram Khelawan, who 
was at the time a minor member of the 
said family. To this it is a sufficient 
answer that the alienation purports to be 
by Ganesh Prasad alone, that Gajadhar 
Prasad does not join in making the same 
and that his mere attestation of the sale- 
deed can have no effect upon the plaintiff’s 
rights. A farther plea has been added to 
the effect that the sale should not have 
been set aside without a declaration that 
the purchase-money is binding as a 
charge on the share of Gajadhar Prasad 
whose attestation of the sale-deed makes 
him, it is contended, a consenting party 
to the sale. I should have been inclined 
to doubt, if I had to determine this ques¬ 
tion as against Gajadhar Prasad, whether 
consent could rightly be inferred from 
mere attestation in the absence of the 
Widence ; but the question does nob arise, 
in view of the fact- that the defendants- 
appellants have not made Gajadhar Prasad 
a party to this appeal. The plaintiff, 
Ram Khelawan, very properly impleaded 
Gajadhar Prasad along with the succes¬ 
sors-in-title of the vendee. When the 
suit had been decreed by the Court of 
first instance and the vendees’ successors 
carried the matter in appeal to the Dis¬ 
trict Judge, they did not make Gajadhar 
Prasad a party to their appeal. What 
they really contended for in the lower 
Appellate Court was a finding that there 
was legal necessity for the transfer, in 
that the consideration had gone towards 
paying off antecedent debts incurred by 
the vendor, Ganesh Prasad. If this could 


have been established the plaintiff could, 
of course, have been bound by the aliena¬ 
tion. The finding of both the Courts 
below has been in favour of the plaintiff 
on this point. I do not find any force in 
the legal pleas now taken before this Court 
and I dismiss this appeal with costs, in¬ 
cluding fees on the higher scale. 

Appeal dis missed^ 
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Banerji and Rafique, JJ. 

Hargic Lai and others —Plaintiffs- 
Appellant s 

V. 

Med Singh and others —Defendants- 
Respondents, 

Second Appeal No- 342 of 1915, decided 
on 13th May, 1915, from a decision of the> 
Addl, Diat. J., Meerut, dated 12th Decem¬ 
ber, 1913. 

Aqra Tenancy Act {II of 1901) S, 210 — 
Plaintiff '.n suit for profits is not entitled to pre¬ 
sumption under S. 201 if revenue papers correct¬ 
ed subsequently in accordance with prior decision 
of Civil Court. 

A recorded co-sharer in a village was declared 
by a Civil Court to have no title as suoh. Pend¬ 
ing an application for ooireotion of the Revenue 
Records in conformity with the Civil Court’s 
declaration he sued for profits as a co-sharer 
but before this suit was deoided the Revenue 
papers were oorrected and his name was ex¬ 
punged : 

neldt that under the circumstances, he could 
not take advantage of the presumption of S. 201 
of the Agra Tenancy Aot. [P. 305, C. 1.] 

M, L, Agarioala —for Appellants. 

Tej Bahadur Saprit —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the pUinbiffs-appellants 
for their share of profits for the year 1318 
and 1319. It appears thit during these 
years the plaintiffs were recorded as co¬ 
sharers, bub before the institubion of 
this suit a suit had been brought in the 
Civil Court which decided that the plain¬ 
tiffs had no title and that they were not 
co-sharers although they were recorded as 
such. In accordance with the decision of 
the Civil Court an application was made 
for the correction of the ectry in the 
Revenue papers and for the removal of the 
names of the plaintiffs from the list of 
co-sharers. It was during the pendency 
of this application that the present suit 
was brought. Both the Courts below 
have dismissed the suit and in our opinion 
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rightly. The learned Oonnsel for the 
appellants relies upon S. 201 of the Agra 
Tenancy Act and contends that as at the 
date of the suit the plaintiffs were record¬ 
ed as co-sharers, there was a presumption 
in their favour under the section that 
they were co-sharers and were entitled to 
profits. He also relies on the decision of 
•the Full Bench in Durga Prashad v. 
Hazari Singh (l). In our opinion this 
case is clearly met by the observations 
made by the learned Chief Justice in his 
judgment in the Full Bench case referred 
to above. At page 807 of the report ho 
•says : ‘ In very extreme cases where it 

is clear that there has been some mistake 
in the record, it would, I think, be open 
to the Revenue Court to postpone the 
decision of the case to give the defendant 
an opportunity of making an application 
in the Kevenue Court to have the entry 
corrected.” In this case as we have said 
above, an application had already bsen 
made for the correction of the entry. A 
Civil Court had already decided in favour 
of the defendants and against the plain¬ 
tiff’s title and before the case was decided, 
the entry of the names of the plaintiffs in 
the Revenue papers was corrected and 
their names were expunged. Therefore, 
it seems to us that this is not a case in 
which the plaintiffs can claim the pro- 
surai)tion of vS. 201 of the Tenancy Act. 
Under that section, if effect was given to 
the presumption, the defendants' remedy 
would bo to bring a suit in the Civil 
Court. In the present instance, a suit 
had already boon brought and a decree 
obtained negativing the plaintiffs’ title. 
Their names were expunged l)afor 0 the 
decree in the suit was pi,S3ed. Therefore, 
S. 201 would he of no avail to the plain¬ 
tiffs. Wo might point out that in the 
case of Bhawani Singh v. Dilaivar Khan 
(2). it was iiold that when as hot ween the 
parties to a i^ovenuo suit, a Civil Court 
of competent jurisdiction has decided the 
title to the property adversely to the 
plaintiff who claims profits, the Revenue 
Court is not competent to ignore that 
decision. This ruling also governs the 
present caso. Wo accordingly dismiss 
the appeal with costs, including fees on 
the higher scale. 

Agypeal dismis^c-L 


(1) (1911) 11 T O. 11G = 33 All. 799 (P.R.) 

(2) (1909) 1 I.C. 83G=:31 All. ro3 (P.B.). 


A. 1. R. 1915 Allahabad 308. 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Nand KisJtore —Petitioner 

V. 

Suraj Mai and others —Opposite Parties. 

Civil Revn. Petn. No. 13 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 26th April, 1915, from the Order of 
Dist. J., Cawnpore. 

Provincial Insoloency Act {III of 1907), 3.4S 
— Receiver's report is not in evtd^nee 

in prosecution under S. 43 ^Evidence Act {I of 
1872), S. 35. 

The report of a Beoeiver of an iosolveot’s pro* 
porty to the effect that the lasoiveat had frauda- 
lently transferred his property to his wife 
before deolaraticu of insolvonoy, is not admls* 
siblo in evidence to convict the insolvent under 
S. 43 of the Insolvency Act. {Case-Law Rif.). 

[fc>. 308. 0. 2.] 

TF. Wallaoh and A. P. Dube —for Peti- " 
tioner. 

B. E. O'Conor —for Opposite Parties. 

Judgment:—In this case an appellate 
order by the District Judge of Cawnpore 
has been called up by this Court in the 
exorcise of the general powers of superin¬ 
tendence and revision conferred upon it 
by S, 46, Cl. (1), of the Provincial In¬ 
solvency Act, III of 1907. The order is 
one seabeiiciog an insolvent named Nand 
Kishore to undergo simple imprisonment 
for a period of six months under S. 43 of 
the said Act. The allegations held to be 
proved against him are:— 

(l) That in the year 1903 at a time 
when the business which ho was conduct- 
iug was beginning to fail, he fraudulently 
transforra i certain property by way of 
gift to his wife and other members of hia 
family, (2) that in the sohedule of assets 
submitted by him along with his applica¬ 
tion to 1)3 doolai'ed an insolvent he fraudu¬ 
lently concealed the existenoe of the pro¬ 
perty nominally transferred by him and 
also the fact that he was the owner of a 
shop in what is known as the KuU Bazar 
at Cawnpore. Nand Kishora's case was 
that the transfer by way of gift was made 
in good faith, and that the shop in the 
Kuli Bazar lias never been liis property. 
The finding against Nand Kishore, both in 
the Court of first instance and in the Dis¬ 
trict Court, lias boon mainly based upon 
certain reports submitted by the Receiver. 

I hold that tliose reports do not constitute 
legal ovidenoe for the purpose for whioli 
they have been used and should not have 
boon taken into account against Nand 
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Kishore. The learned Disfcricfc Judge has 
referred to the decision of a Full Bench of 
this Court, in a case reported under the 
heading Ghiranji Lai v. Emperor (1). 
Somewhat more in point wag the earlier 
decision of a Bench of this Court in 
Nathumal v. District Judge of Benares (2). 
Neither of these precisely touch the ques¬ 
tion which has been argued before me, 
but there can be no doubt that an order 
sentencing an insolvent to undergo 
imprisonment must be based upon legal 
evidence and the depositions of witnesses 
whom he bad an opportunity of cross- 
examining. The report of a Receiver may 
be evidence for the special purpose of 
determining whether an insolvent is or is 
not entitled to an order of discharge, vide 
S. 44 of the Act. It may also be taken 
into consideration by Court fora certain 
other purposes, as for instance, when con¬ 
sidering the admissibility of a proposal 
for composition under S. 27 of the same 
Act. It is not evidence for the purpose 
of all possible proceedings under the Act. 
I have examined the facts of the present 
case, and I am quite satisfied that there 
are a number of points on which the 
Receiver might well have been cross-exa¬ 
mined, and on which Nand Kishore was 
fully entitled to an opportunity of cross- 
examining, before the statements of fact 
emdodied in his report could be accepted 
and acted upon as they have been done in 
the Courts below. I do not gather from 
the record that either the property pur¬ 
porting to be transferred under the deed 
of gift of 1908 or the shop in the 
Kuli Bazar has been taken possession of 
by the Receiver as part of the assets of the 
insolvent, or made available for the satis¬ 
faction of the creditors. The learned 
Judge of the Small Cause Court who 
heard this case in the first instance would 
not, I am confident, have dispossessed any 
person whom he found in possession of 
this shop on the strength of the evidence 
which, in his opinion, justified the inflic¬ 
tion upon Nand Kishore of a sentence of 
imprisonment. Yet it is a more serious 
matter to sentence a man to undergo im¬ 
prisonment than to deprive another of his 
possession over a building. In the argu¬ 
ment addressed to me in support of the 
order of the District Judge, reference was 
made to an English case Campbell, Ex- 

(1) A.I.R. 1914 All. 276=36 All. 576=25 I. C. 

986. 

(2) (1910) 6 L 0. 807= 32 All. 547=7 A. L. J. 

602. 


parte, Wallace, In re (3). That case really 
bears out the view which I take of the-, 
present case. Certain reports submitted 
by a Receiver were allowed to be taken 
into consideration in that case precisely as 
they could have been under S. 27 of the 
Provincial Insolvency Act, III of 1907. 
But the case is no authority for the pro¬ 
position that such reports could have been 
treated as evidence in a proceeding the- 
object of which was to subject an insol¬ 
vent to the penal provisions of the Insol¬ 
vency Act. I am unable to sustain the 
order of the District Court in this matter, 
and the only question that I have to con¬ 
sider is what order I should substitute 
for it. On a review of the entire facts of 
the case, I am not prepared to direct that 
further proceedings should be taken in 
this matter. I have already affirmed an 
order of the Court below refusing Nand 
Kishore his discharge, and it is possible 
that proceedings involving further inquiry 
into the matters litigated in connection 
with the order now before me may yet 
have to be taken. If it be found hereafter 
that evidence is forthcoming such as to 
justify the Insolvency Court in taking 
possession either of the shop in the Kuli 
Bazar or of the property purporting to be 
dealt with by the deed of gift of 1908, as 
assests belonging to Nand Kishore at the 
time when he was declared insolvent, and, 
therefore, available for the satisfaction of 
his creditors, it may be that the question 
of subjecting Nand Kishore to punishment 
for his dealings in this connection may 
require further consideration. Unless and 
until something of the sort occurs, I am 
not of opinion that the facts which were 
before the Courts below were such as to 
justify the application of S. 13 of the 
Provincial Insolvency Act in tliis case. 
My order is that the order of the Court 
below is set aside and that the security 
which I understand Nand Kishore has 
furnished for his attendance, if required, 
is hereby discharged. I make no order as 
to costs. 

Conviction set aside. 


(3) (1835) 15 Q.B.D. 213=54 L. J. Q. B. 382 = 
53L.T. 208=2 Morrell, 167. 
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Banbrji, J. 

Bishunath Defendant-Appellant 

V. 

Ganesh Datt Shukul —Plaintiff‘Respon¬ 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 900 of 1914, decided 
on 23rd April, 1915, from a decree of the 
Addl. J., Gorakhpur. 

Easement Act {V of 1882)^ S* 23—Court has 
power to direct opening of another channel in 
place of one blocked. 

Where the defendant had blocked a water 
channel of the pUintiS by building a wall. 

Held, that the Court had power to direot the 
opening of another ohannel through the defen¬ 
dant’s land without demolishing the wall. 

[P. 310, 0.1.] 

Mithammad Ishaq Khan —for Appellant. 

Narmadeshwar Upadhyaya-iox Kalindi 
Prosan —for Respondent. 

Judgment:—This and the connected 
Appeal No. G20 of 1914 arise out of two 
suits brought one by Ganesh Datt Shukul 
and the other by Jadunandan Shukul for 
establishment of the right of each of them 
to carry water into their fields by means 
of a channel which runs through the de¬ 
fendant's field No. 32/1. The field of 
Ganesh is No. 31 and that of Jadunandan 
is No. 32/2. It was alleged that the plain¬ 
tiff's had a right to irrigate their fields 
with water flowing through the channel 
and that the defendant had blocked tliis 
passage by building a wall. The defence 
was that the fields of the two plaiutitTs 
were irrigated with water flowing througli 
the fields Nos. 40 and 41 and 29 and 33. 
This has been found against the defendant 
and the Court below has hold that as a 
matter of fact the fields of tlio two plain- 
tills were irrigated with water flowing 
through the channel whioli existed in the 
defendant’s field No. 32 1. This is a find¬ 
ing of (act and must he acoopted in second 
appeal. The learned Judge, instead of 
directing the house built by the defendant 
to bo doinolisiiod or tliab the ohaniiol 
should flow through the house, lias direct¬ 
ed that from the point Q noted on tiio inaj) 
tlio defendant should open a passage for 
the flow of water through his field to en¬ 
able the plaintills to irrigate their fields. 
This, it sooins to mo, is a very reasonable 
view to tako of the ciso. The appellant, 
however, contends that the riglit of oaso- 
monb claimed by the plaintiil's had nob 
boon used for more than two years before 
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the institution of the suit and that their' 
right had thus become extinct. It was 
alleged in the plaint that the obstructions 
made by the defendant which blocked the 
passage of water were made in Asarh and 
Kartick iSld, that is in 1912. Both the. 
Courts below have found that the con¬ 
structions are new. The defendant him¬ 
self did not assert that they were more 
than two years old. So that I must taka 
the Court below to find that the right of 
easement h-id been enjoyed within two 
years prior to the institution of the suit. 
The appeal fails and is dismissed with 
costs. 

Appeal distnissed, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 310 (2). 

T0DBALL AND RaFIQUE, JJ, 

Gati —Plaintifif-Appellant 

V 

Raohla Kunwar and another —Dafen- 
dants-Respondents. 

First Appeal No 102 of 1914, decided 
on 12bh May, 1915, from the decree of 
Offg, Sub-J., Gazipur. 

CiyilP. C. {V of 1908), O. U, R. 1 — lppeal on 
deficient stamp filed after 30 days—Rrayer (o 
ireai rts a^pJica^ian under0.4i,R 1 was held 
barred by iime^Limitation Act (IX of 1903). 
Art. 170. 

Aa appeal was fiNd in the High Court long 
after 30 d^iys bad e^cpited from the deoislon of 
the Court below. Oa the report of the o^oe aa 
to the dofioieuoy of the Court-fees, the appellant 
expressed bis inability to pay the Court-fee and 
askod the Court to take the appeal in forma 
piuperis. 

Held, that the appeal having bsen filed beyond 
30 days of the decision of the Court below oould 
not be treated as an applioatlon for leave to 
appeal in/orma pauperis and was barred by 
limlutiou. [P. 311,0.1.] 

Girdluirihil Agarwala^tor Appellant. 

Abdul liaoo /—for Respondents. 

Judgment:—The decision of the Court 
below, against which the present appeal 
has been preferred, w.as passed pu the 29tli 
of March, 1913. On the 30th June, 1913, 
the prosoab appeal was filed. The appoU 
laub pub upon his pobition of appeal a 
Court-foe of Rs. 10. The ofiiee reported 
that there was a oousidorablo deficiency in 
Courb-foos, that the proper foe ought to 
have beou Rs. 475 and bh.\b there was a 
corresponding delicieucy in the Court 
below. The appellant asked for time to 
make good tlio deficiency. Time was 
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:given feo him bn several occasions, biife he 
{ailed to make good the defioieooy. Finally 
on the 17fch of January, 1914, he filed a 
petition alleging that he was a pauper, 
iihat be was unable to make good the defi¬ 
ciency, that his regular appeal, which was 
presented within time as such, might be 
•continued as a pauper appeal under 
O. XLIV of the Code of Civil Procedure 
and might be proceeded with according to 
law. His petition was granted by an ex 
parie order of the 24th March, 1914* Now 
it is clear that if the petition of appeal be 
treated as a petition for leave to appeal 
in forma pauperis, it ought to have been 
filed within 30 days of the decision of the 
Court below under Art. 170 of the 
Limitation Act. The order of this Court 
passed on the 24bh March, 1914, being an 
•ex parie order, is open to objection at the 
hearing of the appeal and this objection 
has now been raised, that the appeal as an 
ftppeal in forma pauperis is barred by time. 
There can be no doubt that it is barred, 
it haviog been presented more than three 
months after the decision of the Court 
below. On behalf of the appellant we are 
assured that he cannot pay the deficiency 
in Court-fees. It is impossible to treat 
the appeal as an ordinary appeal* Time 
Was repeatedly allowed to the appellant 
to make good the deficiency, but he has 
failed to make it good. As an appeal in 
forma pauperis the present appeal is bar¬ 
red by time* We, therefore, dismiss it 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissed^ 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 311. 

Chamibr, J. 

Amir Singh — Judgmant-debtov-Appel- 
lant 

V. 

Chattar Singh and another —Decree- 
holders-Kespondents. 

Ex. Second Appeal No. 1739 of 1914, 
decided on 23rd April, 1915, from the deci¬ 
sion of the Dist. J., Meerut, dated 24th 
-June, 1914. 

(a) Civil P.C. (Vofim), 0.31, R. 2—Un¬ 
certified payment cannot be recognized for any 
purpose. 

An uncertified payment under a decree cannot 
be recognized for any purpose under the new 
Code of Civil Pcooedure, by the Court executing 
the decree. [P* 311, C. 2.] 

(b) Limitation Act {IX of 1908), Art. 182 (7)— 
Uncertified payments of decree cannot extend 
period—Application must be within 3 years of 
default. 


Where a decree provides for payment of the 
money due under it in inetalmeutB and in case 
of default in payment of any of the instal¬ 
ments, the whole amount becomes payable at 
OQoe, an application for execution should be 
made within three years of the first default. 

[P. 311, C. 2 & P. 312, C. 1.] 

Mohan Lai Sandal —for Appellant, 

Gokul Prasad —for Respondents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
an application made on November 12th, 
1913, for execution of a decree dated May 
the 10th, 1909. The decree was for a 
considerable sum of money to be paid in 
certain instalments. The first instalment 
amounting to Rs. 124 was to be paid at the 
end of Aghan Sambat, 1966 corresponding 
with December the 26bh, 1909. The second 
instalment amounting to Rs. 62 was to be 
paid at the end of Jeth Sambat 1967. 
Subsequent instalments of Rs. 62 each were 
to be paid at the end of Aghan and at 
the end of Jeth till the whole decree was 
satisfied. In case of default the whole 
amount became payable at once. The 
decree-holders in their application of 
November 12th, 1913, stated that they had 

received the first four instalments, but 
that there had been a default in payment 
of the instalment due at the end of Aghan 
Sambat 1968, and they, therefore, claimed 
the whole amount remaining due under 
the decree. Payment of the first 4 instal¬ 
ments was not certified to the Court or 
recorded by the Court and, therefore, can¬ 
not be recognized by any Court executing 
the decree. The learned Vakil for the 
decree-holders relies upon a decision of 
this Court based upon S. 258 of the Civil 
Procedure Code of 1882, but the words 
relied upon by this Court as justifying the 
view that a Court might recognize an 
uncertified payment for some purposes, 
have now disappeared from the Code with 
the result that an uncertified payment can¬ 
not be recognised for any purpose, certainly 
not for the purpose of saving limitation. 
The decree in question provides in plain 
terms that if there is default in payment 
of any instalment, the whole amount of the 
decree shall become payable. It has been 
held in a large number of cases that Cl. (7) 
in the 3rd column of Art. 182 of Sch. I 
to the Limitation Act applies to such a 
provision as this. The only point on which 
there is any room for doubt is whether the 
decree directed payment to be made on a 
certain date. The decree directs that in¬ 
stalments are to be paid on or before the 
last day of Aghan and Jeth, and that if 
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there is defanlt, the whole amoant shall 
become payable at once. This appears to 
me to bring the cage within Cl. (7), and I 
hold that the application for execution 
should have been made within three years 
of the Ist default. The decree-holders be¬ 
ing unable to prove that any instalments 
have been paid, I must take it that the 
first default occurred at the end of Aohan 
Sambat 1966. Therefore, the present ap¬ 
plication for execution, made more than 
three years after that time, is barred by 
limitation and should have been dismissed* 
I was referred to a judgment of the 
Bombay High Court in a case in which 
the effect of subsequent payment and 
acceptance of overdue instalments was 
discussed. It appears to have no bearing 
on the present case, as it is not suggested 
that there was acceptance of an overdue 
instalment or anything in the shape of 
waiver which would affect a period pres¬ 
cribed by the Limitation Act. I allow 
this appeal, set aside the order of the Court 
below and dismiss the respondents’ appli¬ 
cation for execution with costs throughout. 
Costs in this Court will include fees on the 
higher scale. 

Appeal allotoed. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 312. 

Banerji, J, 

Padarath Tcwari —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Baz Siiiijh and other’s —-Dofondants- 
Respondonts. 

Second Appeal No. 271 of 1914. decided 
on 2Gbh April, 1915, from the decision of 
the Dist. J., Benares, dated 12th Novem¬ 
ber, 1913. 

Landlord and ion'tnl—Zamindar cayinot eject 
tenant if he builds house on site in his poss<issjOTi 
for agricultural purposes—No adverse possession. 

Where a tenant is in poseosslon of a parfi land 
at a short distance from the slto of his house 
for the purposes of keeping his cattle troughs, 
oattlo shod and sugar oano press, the presump¬ 
tion is that the land was given to him for pnr- 
poses anoillary to agriculture, and if ho builds 
a house on the land for the stalling of cattle 
and storing of the implements of husbandry, 
the 2d7nindar oannot get the house demolished 
80 long as ho remains a tenant. [P. 312, 0. '2.] 

Noquootiouof adverse possossion arises In 
Buch a case. [P. q 2.] 

Ilarnandan Prasad —for Appellant. 

Ilarendra KrisJina fdnherjcc —for Bo 3 - 
pondouts. 


Judsfment:—The plaintiff, who la one^ 
of the co-sharers in the village, brought 
the suit out of which this appeal has arisen 
for demolition of certain construct ions- 
made by the defendants on parti laud. 
The defendants contended that they had 
been in possession of this land for a long¬ 
time, that they had their cattle troughs, 
sugar-pressing mill and a shed for storing 
sugar-cane juice aud keeping cattle on the 
land and that they hal re built the shed 
which they had there. The Court of first 
instance found in favour of the defendants 
and dismissed the suit, and this deorea 
has been affirmed by the lower Appeallate 
Court. In my judgment on the findings 
of both the Courts below, the decision of 
the lower Appellate Court is right. It 
has been found that the house of the- 
defendants, who are tenants in the village, 
is at a short distanoe from the site in' 
dispute, that they have been in possession 
of this site for upwards of 12 years and 
have had their cattle troughs, cattle-shed 
and sugar-cane press there, and that all 
that they have now done is to build a 
house for the stalling of cattle and storing 
of the implements of husbandry. Tho^ 
learned Juge from all these oiroumstanbas 
drew the inference that the land had been 


given to the defendants as a part of their 
holding, and that they were entitled to 
oocuiiy the land so long as their holding 
existed. In my opinion, the inference 
which the learned Judge drew from the 
facts is a reasonable inference. Where a 
tenant has been in possession of a piece of 
land for purposes anoillary to the pur¬ 
poses of his agricultural holding, the fair 
presumption is that the land was given to 
him for the purposes last mentioned. 
There was no question of adverse posses¬ 
sion in this case. Under the circumstances 
found, tho plaintiff was not entitled to 
eject tho defendants from the land in suit 
and his suit was rightly dismissed. I 
dismiss the appeal with costs. 


Appeal dismissed* 
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A.I.R. 1915 Allahabad 313. 

PiGGOTT, J. 

Bam Narain — Judgmenfe-debtor-Ap* 
pellant 

V. 

Gobind Pershad —Decree-holder-Res¬ 

pondent- 

Ex. First Appeal No. 323 of 1914, 
decided on 3rd May. 1915, from the 
decision of the Addl, Sub-J., Oawnpore, 
dated 28th February, 1914. 

Civil P. C. {V of 2908), 8. 34 and 0. 3i, R. S- 
Effeet of extension of time by appellate Court in 
redemption entitles mortgagee to interest for fur- 
ther period. 

In a redemption eult a certain date was fixed 
In the decree for payment of the money and it 
was provided that up to that date the mortgagor 
would pay interest at the oontcaotual rate. The 
plaintiff appealed to the High Court. The High 
Court confirmed the decision of the Court below 
and, extending the period for payment of the 
money, fixed another date. 

Held, that the efieot of the extension of time 
by the appellate Court was to substitute the 
date fixed by that Court for that fixed by the 
first Court, and that the mortgagee was entitled 
to interest at the contract rate up to the date 
fixed by the appellate Court. [P. 314, C, 1.] 

Moti Lai Nehru —for Appellant- 

i?. K, Malaviya —for Respondent. 

Judgment This is an execution 

first appeal, and the question raised by it 
is as to the interpretation of a conditional 
decree for redemption, dated the 13th of 
January, 1908, and the effect of an order 
and decree of this Court, dated August 
Ist, 1910, disposing of an appeal from the 
said decree. It is necessary, first of all, 
to be quite sure what interpretation it 
would have been necessary to put on the 
decree of the first Court if it had never 
been modified in any way by this Court. 
The suit was for redemption of four mort¬ 
gages and the mortgagee was in possession 
of the property. He was entitled under 
the terms of bis mortgages to compound 
interest at Re. 1 per cent, per mensem, 
with six monthly rests, but was also lia¬ 
ble to account for the profits of the mort¬ 
gaged property in his hands. A reference 
to the judgment of the first 'Court makes 
it clear that the intention of that 
Court was simply to give effect to the 
mutual rights and liabilities of the parties 
under their contract of mortgage up 
to the 13th of June, 1908, the date 
fixed for payment. The decree was un- 
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fortunately worded. In referring to the 
profits of the mortgagee in possession the 
words used in the decree were as follows’— 
“The defendant shall be entitled to get 
any further sums that may be found due 
to him with reference to the actual realiza¬ 
tions up to the date of payment, together 
with interest at the oontraotual rate at 
Re. 1 per cent, per mensem.” I must lay 
stress on the faot, that these words, as 
they stand, are scarcely susceptible of any 
reasonable interpretation. Either the 
word “ defendant ” has been used by an 
oversight for the word ” plaintiff”, or the 
words “ entitled to get ” have been used 
when the Court intended to say “liable to 
account for.” It is because of the ambi¬ 
guous and unsatisfactory wording of this 
paragraph of the decree that I felt justified 
in referring to the operative portion of the 
judgment in order to arrive at the mind 
of the Court. Reading the decree and the 
judgment together, I have no real doubt 
as to what the first Court intended to do, 
and must be understood to have done. 
The date fixed for payment was the 13th 
of June, 1908. Up to that date the defend¬ 
ant-mortgagee was to be entitled to re¬ 
ceive interest at the contractual rate, 
namely, one per cent, per mensem, com¬ 
pound interest, with six.monthly rests, but 
on the other hand, ha was to be liable to 
account for profits received by him by 
virtue of his possession over the mort¬ 
gaged property, these profits being deduct¬ 
ed from interest. After the 13th June, 
1908, in place of the n'ght to receive the 
contract rate of interest and liability to 
account for the profits received, the Court 
allowed the defendant-mortgagee simple 
interest at eight annas per cent, per men¬ 
sem. I have no doubt that the Court of 
first instance did not intend that either 
the right to receive interest at the con¬ 
tract rate, or the liability to render account 
for rents or profits, should continue be¬ 
yond the 13th June, 1903 ; nor do I find 
anything in the decree which, in my 
opinion, requires to be interpreted as ex¬ 
tending either this right or this liability 
beyond the date fixed for payment. Now 
comes the other question, as to the effect 
of this Court’s decree of August 1st, 1910. 
The appeal before this Court was by the 
plaintiffs-mortgagors. That appeal was 
dismissed and the decree of the first Court 
affirmed ; but the time for payment was 
extended to a period of six months from 
the date of this Court's decree, that is to 
say, to the Ist of February, 1911. In my 
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opinion the effect of this ej^tension mast 
he considered to be a substitution of this 
date, namely, the Ist of Fabrmry, 1911, for 
the ISfch June, 1903 in tho decree of the 
first Court. The defendanb'mprbgaijee will 
'be entitled to interest at the contract rate 
upto the extended date thus fixed for pay¬ 
ment and will be liable to aocount for the 
profits received and enjoyed by him up to 
that date. Beyond that period his right 
and liability will both cease, and in lieu 
of either he will retain the right to 
receive simple interest at eight annas 
percent, per mensem. This is the principle 
on which the Court below has proceeded 
in preparing the decree absolute for sale, 
which has followed on the failure of the 
plaintiffs-morbgagors to avail themselves 
of the opportunity to redeem the pro¬ 
perty within the period fixed. The 
appeal, therefore, fails and is dismissed 
with costs, including fees on the higlier 
scale. For the purpose of proper calcula¬ 
tion of fees the appeal will be v.iUiod at 

Rs. 7,000. 

Appeal dismissed. 


A. I R. 1915 Allahabad 314. 

PlGGOTT, J. 

Amir Shah and others —PlaintilTs- 
Appollants 



Tula Paiide and othr.rfi —Dofondants- 
Rospoiidonts. 

Second A]>poal No, 005 of 1!)1 1. d.'ciilod 
on 27th April, 1915, from the do<usion of 
the Sub-J., Ghazipur, dated 25bh 
February, 1914* 

Limitation Act {TX of 190S), S. 10 and Art, 7.9/ 
^Suitfo' yo5S0ss»on aijain'^t mortaaqec o/an- 
dowed property from truiiUe if in /or 

13 years before Act {IXoflS7I) on ground of 
mortgage being void, is barred. 

A suit for posaossloii o! an ondow-d property 
against a person who has bot'n holding U as a 
mortgagee from tho trustees of the property for 
over 1‘2 years, prior to tho oorniug luti> foros of 
tho Limitation .\ot, IX of 1H71,. on the ground 
that tho aliouation was null and void, is barred 
by limitation. (Ill Cal. 314, Foil, and 20 All, 4*^2. 
Eef.). [l.^ 310. C. 1.] 

Muhammad Ishaq Khaii —for Appel¬ 
lants. 

Lahshmi Naraijan —for llo^pondonbs- 

Facts :—-Tlio plaintiffs, allogi ng thom- 
selvos to bo trustees of a certain shrine, 
brought a suit (or cancellation of two 


f9l9 

mortgages executed bv a former muiwalli 
on Jeth .Sii-fi lOth, Fa.sU Q,nd. Migh 
Su'li 2ad, 1253 Fasli ra^pecbively, and for 
possession on the ground that the pro' 
party mortgaged was waqf property. The 
main plea in defence was that the suit was 
barred by limitation. The Court of first 
instance held in favour of the plaintiff 
and found that the mortgages were with* 
out eoQsideration and, therefore, S. 10 
read with Article 134 of the Limitation 
Aotappliai. On appeal the lower Appel¬ 
late Court dismissed the suit, ou the 
ground that the time began to run against 
tho trustees when the mortgagee took pos¬ 
session of the property. It relied on Bekw 
Lai V. Mukammid Afuttuki (l). The 
plaintiffs appealed. 

Judgment :—The question raised by 
this second appial is whether tho lower 
Appellate Court was justified in dismissing 
tho suit brought by the plaintiffs appel- 
lanbs now before me, on the ground that 
it was barred bv limitation : stated some¬ 
what more strictly, the precise point is 
whether the lower Appellate Court was 
justified in so dismissing the suit, without 
formally recording a certain finding of 
fact whioii, it is oontonded, has nob been 
reoordeil. The plaint as tiled was some¬ 
what curiously drafted. Tho laud in suit 
was stated to be revonue-froa land apper¬ 
taining to a certain waqf created in 
favour of a shrine, known as tho shriuo of 
Ila^irat Shah Nandpir in the Ghazipur 
District. Tho plaintiffs claimed to be 
the trustoe; of the said shrine. They 
iiuploadod throe dofondanbs, though 
tho allegations iu thoir plaint are 
onbiroly directed against Tula Panda, 
dofoudant No. 1. There is no explana- 
tion of the appoaranoa of the defendants 
Nos. 2 and 3 on the rooord, beyond the 
remark tliat they have boon impleaded as 
pro forma dofoudants. I may add that 
they aro not impleaded in tho 2ud appeal 
now before me. With regard to tho defeu- 
d int Tula, it is alleged that bo was the 
ton int of tho land specified in the plaint; 
but that !io had suoooodod without tho 
plaintiffs’ knowlodgoiu gobbing himsolf 
rocordod in tho villago papers as hoiag in 
possossion of a 3.'5th share in the said 
land as mortgagee. It was said that bhoi'o 
was no asUat, reality or substance, in the 
alleged mortgage. It was farther stated 
tliat thoso facts came to tho knowledge of 
tho pliintilYs whonthoy sued tho said 
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Tula for arrears of roub. Tula pleaded 
bhe mortgage and eveubually, the decisiou 
was in his favour as regards the 3/5th 
shave of which he claimed to be the 
mortgagee. The date of the decisiou of 
the Revenue Court against bhe plaintiffs 
on this point, namely,-the 2oth November, 
1911, was stated as the date of the origin 
of the cause of action. In the last para¬ 
graph of the plaint, while specifying the 
reliefs sought, the plaintiffs for the first 
time admitted in a casual sorb of way that 
they were aware that the defendant Tula 
was claiming to hold under two mortgage 
deeds of specified dates. The decree asked 
for is one for recovery of possession, oa 
the ground that the land specified at the 
foot of the plaint is oiiuafi laad foriniog 
part of an endowment in favour of t!m 
shrine of Hazrat Shah Nanclpir, which no 
one was entitled bo mortgage, sell, or 
transfer in any other way. Then follows 
the specification of two mortgage-deeds 
alleged to be in themselves null and void, 
and a prayer that they may be declared 
to be so. The dates of the mortgage deeds 
are given according to the Fasli era. The 
earlier of the two is dated sometime in the 
year 1853 or 1851 A. D. while bhe date of 
the latter, which is the more important 
for bhe purpose now before me, corresponds 
with 5th February, 1859. The lower 
Appellate Court has recorded a finding 
that the persons who were, on bhe dates 
borne by these deeds, the trustees or 
managers of the shrine execute 1 the mort¬ 
gages in question in favour of Tula Pando, 
who thus became the mortgagee of a S/oth 
share in the land in suit the whole of 
which had been his occupaucy holding. 

That Court also points out that the 
defendant’s status as mortgagee bo this 
extent was recognized at the Settlement 
of 1834 A. D., and that in the years 1866 
and 1890 attempts to claim from him the 
rent of the land in suit had boon defeated 
to the extent of the 3/5bh share hebi on 
mortgage, upon the defendant’s sotting up 
the mortgages in question. The Court 
below holds it clearly provmd that from 
the year 1866 onward, if nob earlier, the 
defendant has been successfully asserting 
against the managers of the shrine his 
right to hold possession under the raorc- 
gages now called in question. On those 
findings the learned Subordinate Judeo 
has dismissed the suit as barred by the 12 
years’ rule of limitation, whether 
Art. 134 or Art. 144 of Sch. I to the 
Indian Limitation Act, No. IX of 1908, 


be applied. He supports himself by the 
decisiou of a Pull Bench of this Court in 
Behiri L'll V. Muhammad Muttuki (1). It 
is contended before me that bhe Court of 
first instance had recorded a finding to 
the effect that the defendant Tula bad 
failed to prove that the mortgages in 
question were for valuable consideration, 
and that the lower Appellate Court should 
not have dismissed the suit without ex¬ 
pressly reversing that finding. I have 
pointed out already the form in which the 
plaint was drawn up. - The mortgage or 
mortgages under which the defendant Tula 
claimed to hold were indeed assailed as 
null and void, bub the only reason put 
forward was that the property said to be 
mortgaged .was trust property and so 
iualienablo. The plaintiffs avoided men¬ 
tioning the particular mortgage deeds 
which they desired bo assail until bhe very 
end of their plaint, and even then never 
suggested that the person or persons who 
had executed these mortgages had received 
no consideration. The point was not 
raised by the pleadings and the defendant 
was nob put to proof of the passing of con¬ 
sideration, oven supposing that he could 
bo expected, after the lapse of 59 or 60 
years, bo produce any evidence on the 
question of consideration other than the 
recital in the deeds themselves. The deci¬ 
sion of the lower Appellate Court proceeds 
OQ the assumption that there wis an 
actual contract of mortgage between 
the trustees of the endowmeeb on one side 
and the defendant Tula on the other, that 
is to say, an actual transfer by way of 
mortgage which could only be called in 
question on bhe ground of tlie limited 
rights of bhe bi‘an.fforor in the property 
purporting to be dealt with. I think this 
is a reasonable view of bhe case on bhe 
facts as stated in bhe judgment of bhe 
lower Appellate Court. Apart from this, 
the decision of that Court has been sup¬ 
ported before mo on anotlier ground. 
What the appellants now before me say is 
that, in the absence of an express finding 
that Tula was an assignee for valuable 
consideration from the then trustees of 
the 2 oagf, the case is covered and limita¬ 
tion saved by bhe provisions of S 10 
of the Indian Limitation Act. No. TX of 
1908. The principle laid down by that 
section was introduced for the first time 
in the Limitation Act No. IX of 1871 
which came into force on the 1st of July, 
1S71* The later of the two mortgage- 
deeds now sought to be attacked bears a 
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date more than 12 years prior to the oom> 
ing into force of the Act above mentioned. 
According to the principle laid down in 
Jagamhd Goswami v. Ramachandra 
Goswami (2), the present suit would in 
any case be barred by the fact that Tula 
had been in possession, holding as mort< 
gagee from the trustees of the endowed 
property, for 12 full years and more, prior 
to the coming into force of the Limita¬ 
tion Act of 1871. On these grounds I 
bold that this appeal fails and I disniiss it 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 


(2) (1904) 81 Gal. 314. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Salle —Plaintiff-Appellant 

V. 

Mohan Lal —Defendant-Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 588 of 1914, decided 
on 8th May, 1915, from the decision of 
the Dist. J., Jhansi, dated 14th February, 
1014. 

Civil P.C.iV of 1908), S. 06—Suit by joint 
decree-holder for share of property on ground that 
auction sale was benami for him is barred by 
S. 00, 

Iq oxeoution of a simplo monoy-deorce hold 
''y two persons jointly, a oortain eemindari pro¬ 
perty of the judgment-debtor was put up to sale 
and was with the permission of the Court pur¬ 
chased by one of the deorco-holdors in 1902. 
The purchaser was pat in formal pessossion of 
the property in 1903. In 1913. the other deoroo- 
holder brought a suit against the purchaser and 
oialmod possession of a share in the property, 
alleging that in accordance with an oral agree¬ 
ment the purchase was for the benefit of both 
the doorce-holdcra. 

IfdW, that the suit was barred bythoprovi- 
siona of B. 66 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 
(29 All. 657, Pisi.). [P. 317, C. IJ 

Oirdkar Lal—{ov Appellant- 

D, G. Banerji —for Respondent, 

Judgment The plaintiff in this case, 
Salle, and the defendant, Mohan Lal, 
wore joint-holders of a simplo monoy- 
dooroe for Rs-70-12-0 against one Khot 
Singh. ^ A zemindari share belonging to 
Khet Singh was attached in oxeoution of 
the decree and put up for sale. It ap¬ 
pears that at one stage both the decree- 
holders had obtained permission of the 
Court to bid ; but this permission lapsed 


in conseguenod of the postponement of the 
sale* Later on Mohan Lal alone applied 
for permission to bid and,‘ haying received 
it, he became the certified purchaser of the 
share in question, at an auction-sale held 
on the 2ist of July, 1902, for a sum of 
Rs. 60. He seems to have certified to the 
executing Court the receipt of Rs. 60 in 
part satisfaction of the decree. Formal 
possession was delivered to Mohan Lal on 
the 28th of July, 1903. In the present 
suit, filed on the 23rd of July, 1913, Salle 
claimed possession of the share in question 
in accordance with an oral agreement set 
up by him, to the effect that Mohan LaPs 
purchase was to be for the benefit of both 
the decree-holders. He admitted that 
Mohan Lal had from the first refused to 
give him possession over any share in the 
property in suit. The Court of first 
instance dismissed the suit on various 
grounds. Primarily it held that the suit 
was barred by the provisions of S. 66 
of the Code of Civil Procedure; further 
that, supposing the suit was maintainable 
in any form, it was barred by limitation 
and, finally, that no oral agreement of the 
nature alleged in the plaint was proved* 
The plaintiff appealed to the District 
Judge and his appeal has been dismissed. 
The form of the judgment passed by the 
learned District Judge is assailed in the 
memorandum of appeal to this Court. As 
a matter of fact the lower Appellate Court 
has set out clearly enough the points for 
determination, but has disposed of the 
appeal upon findings sufficient to warrant 
the dismissal of the suit, although they do 
not cover all the points before it for deter¬ 
mination. The learned District Judge 
says, in effect, that the suit as brought 
does offend against the provisions of 
S. G6 of the Code of Civil Procedure and 
should be dismissed on that ground. He 
suggests, however, that if the plaint bad 
been differently worded, and if the plain¬ 
tiff had contented himself with asserting 
that the purchase made by Mohan Lal had 
been effected with the joint funds of 
Mohan Lal and the plaintiff and for the 
benefit of both, he might perhaps be per¬ 
mitted to maintain a suit for a declara¬ 
tion on the principles laid down by a 
Judge of this Court in Achkaibar Dube 
V. Tapasi Dube (l); but the learned 
District Judge remarks that the period of 
limitation for a declaratory suit, such as 
w'as contemplated by the learned Judge 
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who decided that case, is siz years, so 
that even from this point of view the 
present suit must fail. It is contended 
before me in second appeal that the suit 
was one for the recovery of possession, 
governed by the twelve years’ period of 
limitation, and that such a suit is main¬ 
tainable on the facts set forth in the 
plaint. I am of opinion that the learned 
Munsif was right in holding that the suit 
as brought contravenes the provisions of 
S. 66 of the Code of Civil Procedure and 
should have been dismissed on this 
ground alone ; from any point of view, the 
facts of the case are distinguishable from 
those of Achkaibar Dube v. Tapasi Dubz 
(1), where the decree was a mortgage- 
decree and was exactly satisfied by pur¬ 
chase of the mortgaged property. The 
judgment in that case proceeded on its 
own facts and cannot, in my opinion, be 
relied upon as authority in the plaintiff’s 
favour in the present case. Moreover, 
the learned District Judge is right in 
saying that, if any form of declaratory 
suit were maintainable on the facts alleged 
in the plaint, the period of limitation for 
such a suit would be six years. What 
the plaintiff in fact claims in the present 
case is that the defendant, Mohan Lai, is 
bound to hand over to him one-half share 
in the property in suit, unless he can 
produce evidence after an interval of ten 
years to satisfy the Court that the plain¬ 
tiff, Salle, as a joint decree-holder, did 
receive one-half share in the sum of 
Rs. 60 bid by Mohan Lai as auction- 
purchaser of the property in suit. lam 
satisfied that the suit is not maintainable 
and I dismiss this appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Chamier, J. 

Raza Husain —Defendant-Appellant 

v. 

Mst, Hasan /ati—Plaintiff-Respondent 

Civil Revn. Petn No. 20 of 1915, decid¬ 
ed on 17th April, 1915, from the decree of 
the Small Cause Court J., Bareilly, dated 
18th January, 1915. 

Provincial Small Cause Courts Act {IX of 
1887)t 8ch. II, Art. 42—A suit for recovering 
money forced to pay to 3au« property wrongfully 
mortgaged is suit for compensation and is cog^ 
nieableSuit against one vjrong-doer is main¬ 
tainable. 


M and R mortgaged a property belonging to H 
for their own purposes. The mortgagee obtained 
a decree. H paid ofi the decree to save his pro¬ 
perty and subseqaently sued R alone to recover 
the money: 

Held, that the suit was for compensation for 
an impudent wrong committed against H by Af 
and R and was cognizable by a Small Oause 
Court. 

Held, further, that M was not a necessary 
party to the suit, as each of the two exooutants 
of the mortgage was jointly and severally res¬ 
ponsible to recompense the plaintiff. 

[P. 317, C. 2.] 

Hamid Ullah —for Appellant. 

Haider —for Respondent. 

Judgment :—I admitted this applica¬ 
tion for revision, because it appeared to ma 
that the suit was by one of several joint 
mortgagors of immovable property for 
contribution in respect of money paid by 
her for the redemption of the mortgaged 
property and was, therefore, excluded from 
the cognizance of a Court of Small Causes, 
being a suit of the kind described in 
Art. 42 of Sch. II of the Provincial Small 
Cause Courts Act. On examination of the 
record which has now arrived, I find that 
the suit is not of the description which I 
had supposed. It appears that one Muham¬ 
mad Razi, who held a general power-of- 
attorney from the plaintiff, joined with 
the defendant, Raza Husain in borrowing 
Rs. 300 from a man called Lalta Prasad. 
As security for payment of the money they 
purported to mortgage certain property 
belonging to the plaintiff. Muhammad 
Razi, without reference to the plaintiff 
took advantage of the power-of-attorney in 
his favour to mortgage his employer’s pro¬ 
perty and he actually signed the deed on 
her behalf as her muhhtar. The plaintiff 
had no knowledge of the transaction until 
a suit was brought upon the mortgage. In 
that suit a decree for sale was obtained by 
Lalta Prasad and the plaintiff's property 
was proclaimed for sale. In order to save 
the property the plaintiff paid off the 
amount of the decree, and she then brought 
the present suit against Raza Husain say¬ 
ing that she intended to bring another 
suit against the heirs of Muhammad Razi, 
Raza Husain objected that the suit 
could not proceed in the absence of Muham¬ 
mad Razi’s heirs. This objection was right¬ 
ly thrown out. Raza Husain and Muham¬ 
mad Razi, according to the evidence, con¬ 
spired together to mortgage for their own 
purposes property belongingtothe plaintiff. 
It is quice clear that they became jointly 
and severally responsible to recompense 
the plaintiff. They could have been sued 
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fcogefcher or either of them could have been 
sued alone. The property belonged to the 
plaintiff alone, and therefore, it ia doubt¬ 
ful whether within the meaning of Art. 42 
the executants of the bond could be des¬ 
cribed as joint mortgagors of the property. 
But assuming this much in favour of the 
defendant, I have no hesitation in holding 
that the suit is not one for contribution 
at all. Tlie plaintiff does not admit that 
she is liable for any portion of the money. 
It is in reality a suit by her for compen¬ 
sation for an impudent wrong committed 
against her by the defendant and another 
person and was, in my opinion, cognizable 
by a Court of Small Causes. This appli¬ 
cation for revision by the defendant in 
this suit is dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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TUDBALL, J. 

Kalioaroo Singh —Plaiutill-Appill.in'; 

v. 

Dharam Deo Singh and others —Djfou- 
dants-Respondonbs. 

Second Appeal No- 1321 of 1911, decid¬ 
ed on Bbh July, lOlTi, from the decision 
of the Sub-Judge, Gliazipur, dated IGbh 
July, 1914. 

nindu Laiu—Mortgaqe'decras all a I'llt 

members is binding aqiinst mmv's — S (it for so;- 
ting it aside gronn I of bohn not party it not 
tenable—Civil V. C. (Vo/ rJOU), O. 3t, R. i. 

A Buib NV'\5< brou.:ht ivguinsti all tin aduU m;\lo 
mocabors of a 1 liuda joint f:nnily on tho b'lsiti of 
a mortgago-clood ox'jcutod by all tho advilt m vlo 
mombors and a docroc was obtalncvl. In ex'ou 
tion of tho docroo, tbo ra)rt!?aged property was 
foroolosod and th' dnoroo holdt^r obtained pos- 
Bossion of it. SubsoquenMy, a minor uiombor 
of tho family brought a suit to set aside tho 
dootoo on tho ground that ho was not a party 
to tho suit In wbioh tho docroo had bjon ob* 
talnod: 

Ileld^ that ho was fully roprosontod in tho 
former litigation, that ho was not ontitled tj 
any relief on tho more ground that ho was no 
party to tbo former suit, and that it wis ncoor.- 
sary for him to prove In tho present caso th>.t 
tho loan waa not taken for a family nocossity. 

Ll\3i0, 0. 1.] 

HamceduUah — for Apol 1 anb. 

Parmeshwar Dual —for Rospondonts. 

Judgment:—Tho facta of this case 
are very simple. Tho plaintiff in the 
year 1903 was a minor mombor of a 
joint IlimUi fnniily. Tlioro wore throe 
branches of tins family in oxistenco; that 
of the plaiutitV, which waa roproseutod 


by the plaintiff’s brother, Charitar Singh, 
and himself ; that of Hanuman Singh and 
Sita Ram Singh, and the third branch of 
Chatursal Singh, In the year 1903 on' 
the 16th of July. Hanuman Singh, Sita 
Ram Singh. Charitar Singh and Chatursal 
Singh, that is, all the then adult male 
members of the family, oombioed to¬ 
gether to borrow the sum of Rs 98-8-0 on 
a mortgage of some of the family property. 
In the deed it is set out that the money 
was taken for the purpose of purchasing 
bullocks The family was a family which 
depended upon agriculture for its subsist¬ 
ence. The plaintiff’s name does not 
appear in tho bond. A suit was brought 
and a decree obtained ou the 23rd of' 
August, 1912. Tho four exoout\nts of tho 
bond, and all their sons and grandsons, 
in fact all the members of tho family 
except the plaintiff, were made parties to 
that suit. The plaintiff was still a minor, 
Tlie decree was obtained and on the 2nd 
of Juno. 1913, there was a final decree for 
foioolosura* Possession was taken by the 
mortgagee on the 14th of June, 1913. On 
tho 26th of November, 1913, the present 
suit was brought in the name of the 
plaintiff to sob aside the whole transac¬ 
tion and to recover possession of the 
property on tho one ground only that ha 
was not a party to tho previous suit. 
Among other defeaoes, the defendants 
pleaded that tho sura of Rs. 99-8 was 
taken for family necessity. The Court 
of first instance framed an issue as to 
whotlior or not the money had been taken 
for family necessity. Tho learned Munsif 
in writing down tho issue in his judg- 
luont omitted certain words, but this 
omission was only in the judgment and 
nob in tho issue wliich was drawn up iu 
the vornaonlar. Tho Munsif hold that 
tho loan had boon taken for family 
nooossity, that tho plaintiff had boon 
fully roprosontod at tho trial in the 
former suit and dismiss-cd the suit. Tho 
Court below stated in its judgment that 
thoro was no ovidonco whatsoever to 

sliow that tho money had been borrdwod 

% 

for family nocossiby hnC it wont on to 
hold that tho plaintiff wae offootively 
roprosontod in tho former suit by the 
adult male momhers of tho family, and 
that it was for him to prove that the loan 
hiul not boon taken for any family neces¬ 
sity, and as tho plaintiff had failed to 
]u*ovo any such tliin-.:, tho suit was bound 
to hu dlsmisstHi. Tho main point pressed 
boforo mo is that it was for the 
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defendants to prove that the loan was 
taken for family necessity and was 
binding on the plaintiif and that the 
defendants not having proved it the 
plaintiff was eotitled to a decree at least 
as to his l/8th share of the estate, if not 
of the whole of the mortgaged property. 
The plaintiff in his plaint had askei for 
possession of l/8th (his own share) of the 
property without payment of any sum and 
for the remaining 7/8ths on payment of 
what had been found due from the other 
members of the family. It seems to me 
that it is clear that the adult members of 
the family who took this loan were acting 
as the managing members of the family. 
There were no other adult male members 
at all. They were sued by the mortgagee. 
The latter took the precaution of making 
all their sons and grandsons parties to the 
suit. Ho apparently was un xware, though 
this is by no means clear, Oi tho existence 
of the present plaintiff, ft is difficult bo 
understand why if he had been aware of 
his existence, he should not have made 
him a party to the suit. Be that as it may, 
it is quite clear that the four adult male 
members of the family who coutrictad the 
mortgage were also sued and wore the 
managing members of the family. There 
is no allegation of fraud or of any dis¬ 
honesty in the matter. The plaintiff came 
into Court and asked for relief oii the sole 
ground that he had not been made a party 
to the former suit. He did not even 
allege that the mortgage was not binding 
upon him or that it was incurred for other 
than family necessity. In the circum¬ 
stances of this case it seems to mo that the 
plaintiff was fully represented in the for¬ 
mer litigation; that he is not entitled to 
any relief on the mere ground that ho was 
QO party to the former suit, and it will be 
necessary for him to prove in the present 
case that the loan was not taken for family 
necessity. This ho did nob attempt to do. 
Iri<piy opinion he is not entitled to any 
relief and the Court below has properly 
dismissed the suit. Tlie appeal, therefore, 
fails and is dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 
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Bichabds, C. J. and Tudball. .T. 

.•I ulli Bihari Plai ntiff- Appel- 

lant 

V, 

J.idiibans Misir and others —Defendants- 
Eespondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1124 of 1914, decid¬ 
ed on 27bh May, 191o, from the decision 
of the Additional District Judge, Gorakh- 
pirr, dated 27bh April, 1914. 

Prs empti'jn — Wajib-ul-arz — Co-sharet in 
si>ne ibok has ri-jlU to pre-empt cj-shirer vendee 
of dijferent thok, 

Tno ioaji>yul-arz of 1333 of a village rooorcled 
tha mere faoc ihab iha co-stiarira hid a right of 
pro-joaption. 

TIi 3 uf arau of 1830 and 1869 recorded 

that -j. :i6ur CO sharer had a right of pre-emp¬ 
tion aicer him ths oo-shaccr in tho same thok 
and a(«'ec him the co sharers in other thoks: 

Held, that the co-aharer in tho same thok as 
the vendor hvad a preferoatial claim as against 
tho voudeo who was a co-shnrer in a different 
thok. [P. 319, 0. 1; P. 320,0. 1.] 

Haribans Sakai and S. N. Sen —for 
Appellant. 

M. L. AgrtrwaJa and LaJcshmi Narain — 
for Respondents. 

Judgment :—This appeal arises out of 
a suit for pre-emption. The plaintiff is a 
co-sharer in the same i/te/i; as the vendor. 
The defeudants-vendees ai’e co-sharers bub 
in a different thok. The plaintiff .adduced 
in evidence an extract from the wajib ul- 
arz of 1833 and from that of 1860 and 
1859. The wajih-nUarz of 1833 records 
tho mere fact that the co sharers have a 
right of pre-emption. Tho wajib-id arz 
of 1860 records that there is a right of pre¬ 
emption and that the near co-sharer has a 
rigl.b, and after him the co-sharer in the 
thok, and after him co-sharers in the other 
thohs. The xcajib-iil-arz of 1869, in our 
opinion, is identical with the entry in the 
n-ajih uLarz of 1860, though in slightly 
different langnago. It is to be pointed 
out that both sides admit that some 
custom of pre-emption prevails in tho 
village. The only question is whether it 
is an incident of the custom that the 
plaintiff as a co-sharer in the same 
thok as the vendor has a preferential 
right over tho vendee who is a co-sharer 
in auotlior thok. The Courts below 
have dismissed the plaintiff’s suit. It 
seems to us that the evidence is all 
the one way and there was no rebutting 
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evidence. The only possible ground upon 
which it; could be said that the plaintiff 
had no right was because the tvajib-uharz 
of 1833 did not expressly record a right 
of co-sharers inter se. There is nothing 
necessarily inconsistent between the entry 
in the wajih-ul-arz of 1833 and that of 
the entry in the wajib ul-araiz of 1860 
and 1869. A Record of a Right of pre¬ 
emption amongst oo-sharers does not ex¬ 
clude the possibility of there being rights 
inter se. In the present case we have the 
villagers in a village in which admittedly 
a custom existed twice recording the 
details of the right, first in 1860 and 
subsequently in 1869. In our opinion 
under the circumstances of this case the 
Court below was bound to have decreed 
the plaintiff’s claim. With regard to the 
consideration, the first Court decided that 
the full amount had been paid and that 
evidence adduced by the plaintiff to show 
that the money had heen given back was 
absolutely worthless. The lower Court 
did not decide this issue and we have 
accordingly considered the matter our¬ 
selves, and we think that the finding of 
the Court of first instance ought to bo 
upheld. We accordingly allow the appeal, 
set aside the decrees of both the Courts 
below and give the plaintiff a decree for 
pre-emption conditional upon payment of 
the sum of Rs. 1,499 within throe months 
from this date. If the money is paid 
within the time, the plaintiff will have 
his costs in all Courts including in this 
Court fees on the higher scale. If the 
money is not paid, the suit will stand 
dismissed witli costs in all Courts, in¬ 
cluding in this Court foes on the higher 
scale. 

Appeal allowed, 
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Chamii^r and PiaaoTT, JJ. 

Abdul Rafi KJian and others —Decree- 
holders-Appellants 

V. 

Maula Bakhsh —Objector-Respondent. 

Ex. First Appeal No. 360 of 1914, decided 
on 27th May, 1915, from the decision of 
the Sub-Judge, Azamgarh, dated 27th 
Juno, 1914. 

Limitation Act {IX of 190S), Art. 1S3—Execu¬ 
tion application without list under 0. 31, R. 12, 
Civil P, C , is not application according to law 
and if not amended does not sauo limitation. 


Wbera a decrse-holder fallg to annex to the 
application for execution of hie decree an in¬ 
ventory of the property to be attached with a 
reasonably accurate description of the tame, as 
required by O. XXf, B. 12, of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, the application is not in accordance 
with law within the meaning of Art. 182 of the 
Limitation Act, 1908, and oannot save limita¬ 
tion when it Is dismissed for non-compliance 
with an order for amendment. (1892 A. W. N. 8 
and 1892 A.W.N. 70, Ref.). 

[P. 320. 0. 2: P. 321, 0.1.] 

S. N, Sen —for Appellants. 

Peare Lai Banerjee Iqbal Ahmads 
for Respondent. 

Judgment:—This is an appeal by the 
representatives of one Ali Bakhsh Khan 
deceased, who obtained a decree on July 
lObh, 1906, against an order of the Subor¬ 
dinate Judge of Azamgarh dismissing the 
appellants' application for execution on 
the ground that it was barred by limita¬ 
tion. The decree as already stated was 
passed on July 10th, 1906. The first appli- 
oation for execution was made in Septem¬ 
ber 1909 and was struck off after the 
decree had been partly satisfied. The 
second application for execution was 
made on August 24th, 1910, and was ulti¬ 
mately struck off on March 24th, 1911. 
For the purposes of this appeal it may be 
assumed that the application ^ of August 
24th, 1910 was an application made in 
accordance with law to the proper Court 
for execution of the decree. The third 
application for execution was made on 
August 23rd, 1913, and was struck off on 
September 6bh, 1913, the decree-holder 
having failed to comply with the order of 
the Court requiring him to make certain 
amendments in the application. The fourth 
application for execution was made on 
June 4bh, 1914, and it is against the order 
of the Court dismissing the fourth appli¬ 
cation that this appeal has been brought. 
The question for decision in the appeal is 
whether the third application of August 
23rd, 1913, was an application made in 
accordance with law to the proper Court 
for execution of the decree. When the 
application was presented, the office 
reported that there were many mistakes in 
columns 6, 7 and 8 of the application. It 
was also noticed that the prayer for 
relief was irregular. The prayer was 
that by moans of attachment and 
sale of the property of the judgment- 
debtor, a list of which would bo filed after¬ 
wards, the balance of the decree together 
with costs of the execution proceedings 
might be rooovorod. It has been held in 
many oases that it is not every defect or 
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mistake in an application for execution 
which obliges the Court to hold that the 
application is not one made in accord¬ 
ance with law. Speaking generally, the 
Courts have set themselves to inquire 
whether an application in question is in 
substantial compliance with law. For 
the purposes of this appeal we may dis¬ 
regard the mistakes and ‘defects in 
Cols. 6, 7 and 8 of the application. 
But the failure of the decree-holder to 
annex to the application an inventory of 
the property to be attached with a reason¬ 
ably accurate description of the same as 
required by O. 21. R. 12, Civil P. C., 
stands on a different footing. In Hira 
Lal v. Dulari Kxuir (l) this Court held 
that "an application for attachment of 
immovable property in execution of a 
decree which did not contain the parti¬ 
culars required by S. 237, Civil P. C., 
1882, was not an application in accord¬ 
ance with law within the meaning of 
Art. 179, Sob.-2, Limitation Act 1877, 
and in Mangal Sen v. Baldeo Prasad (2), 
Mahmood, J., held that an application 
for execution of a decree by attachment 
of moveable property of the judgment, 
debtor unaccompanied by an inventory 
of the property sought to be attached was 
not an application in accordance with 
law within the meaning of Art. 179 
Soh. 2, Limitation Act, 1877. 

The learned vakil for the appellants has 
been unable to refer us to any case in 
which these decisions have been disap¬ 
proved. But he has referred us to several 
cases in which defective applications for 
execution have been amended beyond limi¬ 
tation and the Courts have held that 
the amendment related back to the date 
of the application. Such cases have no 
bearing on the present appeal. Here 
although the decree-holder was given 
time to amend his application^ he did 
not amend it, and it is impossible for us 
some years afterwards to allow him to 
amend an application which was struck 
off on account of his failure to comply 
with the order of the Court requiring 
him to amend it. We must follow the 
decisions of this Court reported in the 
Weekly Notes for 1892, and hold that 
the application for execution put in on 
23rd August 1913, was not an applica¬ 
tion in accordance with law within the 
meaning of Art. 182, Sch. 1, Limitation 

^TljT i"892]“ a“:W7^T3."~ 

(2) [1892] A. \V. N. 70. 
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Act, 1908 which governs the present 
case. If the application of 1913 is put 
out of the way the present application of 
June 1914 is clearly barred by limitation 
as held by the Court below. The appeal 
fails and is dismissed with costs includ¬ 
ing fees in this Court on the higher 
scale. 

V.B./r.K. Ap])eal dismissed. 
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Piggott, J. 

Sundar Lal— Plaintiff — Appellant. 

V. 

Maltlni —Defendant-* Respondent. 

Second Appeal No.* 814 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 7th June 1915, from decision of 
Addl. Dist. Judge, Etawah, D/- 7bh March 
1914. 

(a) Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), Ss. 154 
(b) and (c), 158 and 177 (c)—Suit for resump¬ 
tion of land rent-free—Defendant claimed 
declaration of proprietorship under S. 158— 
Appeal lay to District Judge under S. 177 (c). 

Where in a suit for resumption of land held 
rent-free filed in the Court of an Assistant Col¬ 
lector the defendant pleaded th it it had been 
held rent-free fora period of 100 yc xrs and 
that he was entitled under S, 15S, naticy 
Act. tc-be declared to bo the proprietor of tho 
land: 

Held', that under S. 177 (c), ’J’enaucy Act, an 
appeal lav to the District Judge from the deci¬ 
sion-of Ihc Assistant Collector, [P 823 C 1] 

I'b) Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 185 
—Decision recording finding without dis¬ 
cussing evidence—In ab6en:e of certificate 
finding held to be finding of facis. 

Where the District Judpe misapprehended a 
certain entry in the Wajibularz and, while 
recording a finding did not in express terms dis¬ 
cuss the evidence upon which the finding was 
based, the High Court in the abseo'-C of a cer¬ 
tificate that the findini’ rented upon no evi¬ 
dence treated the decision of the '.ower appel¬ 
late Court on this point as a finding of fact 
with which it could not iuterfere. [P 323 C 2] 

L. E. Dube'-iot Appellant. 

Brij Nath Viyas-'ior Respondent. 

Judgment. —In this suit the plain¬ 
tiff, who is the appellant here, sought a 
decree for the resiimption of certain rent- 
free land, consisting of five Sfiecified plots 
with a total area of 5 bighas 4 biswas. 
in the possession of the defendant-res¬ 
pondent. The suit was filed in tho Court 
of an Assistant Collector of the First 
Class. He came to the conclusion that 
the grant in question was resumable at 
the pleasure of the grantor, and he gave 
the plaintiff a decree accordingly. The 
defendant appealed to the DistricbJiidge. 
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Ifc would not appear from the judgment 
of the lower a{ pellate Court that any 
objection was taken in that Court with 
regard to the proper form of appeal. The 
learned District Judge found on the evi- 
dence, and principally on the interpreta¬ 
tion of a particular clause in the Wajib- 
ularz of 1872, that the grant in question 
was not resumable at the pleasure of the 
grantor. It does not seem that it was 
ever suggested, or was ever part of the 
plaintiff’s case, that the grant was liable 
to resumption under Cl. (b) or Cl. (c), 
S. 151. sub-S. (1). Tenancy Act. The 6nd- 
ing of the lower appellate Court on this 
point amounts therefore to a finding 
that this land was not liable to resump¬ 
tion under 151, Tenancy Act. The 
learned Additional Judge went on to say; 

“On the cvidoiicc -I also find that tills inuafi 
hi\s been hold for 50 years and l>y two successors 
to tho original grantee.” 

He accordingly declared the defen¬ 
dant, tho holder of tho said giant, to be 
the proprietor thereof under 8. 158, Agra 
Tenancy Act- Having allowed tho ap¬ 
peal to this extent, ho sent back tho case 
to the Court of tho Assistant Collector 
in order that the inattor might bo finally 
determined in accordance with tho provi¬ 
sions of S. 158 aforesaid by an order 
fixing tho revenue payable by tho defen¬ 
dant. 

The plaintiff comes to this Court in 
second appeal. It is contended first that 
no appeal lay to tiio Distii<;b Judge from 
tho dccisiop of tho Assistant Collector. 
Hndoulitcdly a suit for the resumption of 
a rent-free giant or a suit for tho assess¬ 
ment to revenue of a rent-free gr ^iit. is 
placed in Sch. I, Agra Tenancy .\ct. 
in group C, that is to say, amongst suits 
triable by an Assistant C'ollootor of tlio 
first Class in wbicb appeal lies to tho 
revoniio Court. This specification in tho 
schodiilo must however obviously ho 
road subject to tho provisions ‘of 8. 177, 
Cl. (c). according to which an appeal lies 
|to tho 1 )istrict-liulgo from the decree of 
an Assistant Collootor of tho lirst Class 
in all suits (no matter what may bo the 
group of Sell, l), to which sucli suits 
are assigned, in wliieh a (juostiou of jiro- 
jin'ictary titdo has been in issue in tho 
.Court of first instance and is a matter in 
'issue in tho appeal. In tho present case 
tho dofondant had ]doadod all along that 
tho lind in suit was not liable to rosuui]>- 
tion under 8. 151. and that it had boon 
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held rent-free for generations, or at least 
for a period of a 100 years. He ex¬ 
pressly' pleaded in fact that he was 6ziti> 
tied under S. 158, Tenancy Act, to bo 
declared to be the 'proprietor of this 
land. The question whether upon these 
pleadings it can be said that a question 
of proprietary title has been in issue 
within the meaning of S. 177, Cl. (o), 
would seem to be open to argument, but 
I find that the point is covered by 
authority. The appellant no doubt relies 
upon the decision of a Bench of this 
Court in BaUleo Siitgh v. Mardan Shigh 
(l), and he is able to point out that in 
that case a suit apparently very similar 
to the present was in fact appealed from 
the Court cf the Assistant Colleotor to 
that of the Commissioner, and was thence 
taken to the Board of Revenue for final 
decision. 

It is clear however that the point 
which the learned Judges of this Court 
had before them for determination 
in that case was totally different from 
the question now before me. They had 
to decide whether a party who had failed 
in the Revenue Courts in a suit to which 
the provisions of Ss. 150 and 164, Ten¬ 
ancy Act, applied, was entitled to chal¬ 
lenge the decision of the revenue Courts by 
means of a fresh suit instituted in a civil 
Court as a Court of first instance. Such a 
suit the learned Judges held to be clearly 
barred by tho provisions of S. 167, Agra 
Tenancy Act. Tl.at section, however 
reserves tlie appellate jurisdiction of tho 
civil Courts in all cases to which S. 177 
of the Act applies. Hence that ruling 
simply brings mo back to tho question 
whether or not the provisions of S. 177, 
Cl. (c), ap]dy to the appeal tiled by the 
defendant in this case in tho Court of the 
District Judge. I have been referred to 
two autb.orities on this point, one is arr 
unreported decision by a single Judge, 
NiUi'ixh Siiyt'd AJi Ilcisan Khan v. Alohan 
Pan, Civil Bvvinion No. \ o/1907, decided 
on 29th April 1907. In that case 
a suit for resumption had been dismissed 
by tho Assistant Collector in whoso Ccurb 
it was filed. Tho plaintiff appealed to 
the I'^istrict Judge and tho latter held 
that tlio appeal lay only to the Court of 
tlio Oommissionor, and ho returned tho 
memorandum of appeal for presentation 
to the proper Court. This order was 
rovorsi'il hv this C ourt in revision and 
' (1) fi h 
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the District Judge was directed to enter¬ 
tain and dispose of the appeal. The next 
case is the case of Sunder Singh v. 
Collector of Sliah\ahanfur (2). The 
head-note to the report A. L. J.) refers 
to a different matter ; but the report 
itself shows that the learned Judges dis¬ 
tinctly held that the provisions of S. 177 
CL (cj, Tenancy Act, did apply to a case 
in which the pleadings were substantially 
the same as those in the case now before 
me. I accordingly overrule the appel¬ 
lant’s contention on ' this point on the 
ground that it is concluded by authority. 

In the second place, it is contended 
that the land in question in this suit is 
held rent-free under a liability to re¬ 
sumption at the pleasure of the grantor, 
and that the finding of the lower appel¬ 
late Court to the contrary is based upon 
a misinterpretation of the documentary 
evidence, viz., the Wailbularz of the year 
1872 A. D. In that document the land 
in suit is included in a specification of 
certain rent-free holdings in respect of 
which it is said that they shall continue 
to be held rent free but that, if at any 
time the proprietor desires to get them 
assessed to rent, he will bring a suit for 
that purpose in the proper Court and 
will be bound by the decision of that 
Court. There is certainly some am¬ 
biguity about these provisions. The 
learned District Judge however has relied 
upon a decision of the Board of Revenue 
in a case from that same district which 
seems to have been regarded as a test 
case and on which the Board of Revenue 
held that provisions in a Wajibularz very 
similar to those in the document now 
before me did not constitute the grant 
resumable at the pleasure of the grantor. 
I am not prepared to say that the 
learned District Judge was wrong and 
I overrule this contention accordingly. 

A third point has been argued before me 
which presumably purports to be taken 
in paras. 1, I and 6 of the memoran¬ 
dum of appeal before me. In effect the 
contention is that the lower appellate 
Court was not entitled on the evidence 
before it to find that the land in question 
was a grant which hid I'sen held rent 
■free for 50 years and by. two successors 
jto the original grantee. The learned 
District Judge, while recording this find¬ 
ing in express terms, has not discussed 
the evidence npon_which it is based. 

■('2}” [1911] S3 All. 553=11 l7c75lD 


The memorandum of appeal before me 
contains no certificate that this finding 
in the judgment of the lower appellate 
Court rests upon no evidence. It has 
been suguested that tWS learned District 
Judge must have presumed that a certain 
entry in the Wajibularz of 1833, which 
was put in evidence by the defendant, 
referred to the whole of the land in suit 
whereas if that document be attentively 
examined it is evident that it can referj 
only to a portion of the said land. V 
should feel some difficulty in deciding! 
whether even a misapprehension of this 
sort would justify interference in second! 
appeal; but the learned District Judge' 
had before him oral evidence as well. Ii 
am not entitled, sitting as a Court of 
second appeal to appraise that evidence 
myself. But having road it along with 
the Wajibularz of 1833, lean only say 
that I feel compelled to treat the deci- 
sion of the lower appellate Court on this 
point as a finding of fact with which I 
cannot interfere. 

This appeal therefore fails and I dis¬ 
miss it accordlngiy with costs. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal dismissed. 
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Banerji, j. 

Bhagirathi Noniya — Defendant—Ap¬ 
pellant. 

V. 

Sukhdeo 'Noniya —Plaintiff— Respon. 
dent. 

Second Apyeal No. 611 of 1911, De¬ 
cided on 26bh April 1915, from de¬ 
cision of Dist. Judge, Benares, D/- 17th 
February 1911. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), S. 152—Court can 
correct clerical error of writing an order of 
dismissal instead of decreeing claim. 

A !Munsif, by a clerical -error, recorded in bis 
final order an order dismissing the suit instead 
of decreeing it. The decree was prepared in ac¬ 
cordance with the final -order . 

Hifhl ; that the Munsif b id jurisdiction under 
S. 15-2, Civil P. C., to subsequentlv correct the 
error. ' [P 323 C 2] 

Iqbal Ahmad —for Appellant. 

Sulemau —for Respondent. 

Judgment.—The only question raised 
in this appeal is whether the learned 
^lunsif was justified in correcting his 
judgment and decree. What happenerl 
was.that the plaintiff brought a suit for 
possession of property loft by one Sheoraj 
claiming the whole of it on the ground 
that he was the only son of Sheoraj. 
The defendant Bhagirathi claime.l tc bo 
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another son of Sheoraj by another wife. 
This was denied on behalf of the plain¬ 
tiff, and the Court of first instance found 
that the defendant was not the son of 
Sheoraj and that Mm plaintiff alone was 
entitled to the property. By a clerical 
error, instead of recording a decree in 
favour of the plaintiff, the final order of 
the Munsif was one of dismissal of the 
suit, a decree was drawn up in accord¬ 
ance with this jugdment. It having 
been brought to the notice of the learned 
Munsif that an error had crept into the 
judgment, he corrected the judgment and 
the decree, and substituted for the word 
“ dismissed ” the word *’ decreed. ” It 
is urged that the Munsif had no power 
to make this correction and that his 
original decree dismissing the suit should 
|hold good. I do not agree with this 
contention. S. lo‘2, Civil P. C, was en¬ 
acted clearly with the object of enabling 
the Court to correct clerical mistakes 
made by it in the judgment or decree or 
in any order. The Munsif's judgment 
|sbow3- that the findings were all in 
jfavour of the .plaintiff and that he in¬ 
tended to decree the claim. It was only 
by an oversight that ho wrote out an 
order of dismissal. After the correction 
of the judgment and the decree tlie defen¬ 
dant appealed to the District Judge and 
on the merits the learned Judge found 
'against the 'defendant. So that neither 
on the point of law nor on the merits 
'the defendant-api^ollant had any case. 
I dismiss the appeal with costs, includ¬ 
ing fees on the higher scale. 

V.R./r.k. dismissed. 
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GiIAMII'-U AN1> Pun.OTT, JJ. 

hunh'ij JdJhiri Lai —Defendant—Ap¬ 
pellant. 

V. 

(hit nil — Plaintiff —PesponJent. 

V'irst Appeal No. 4 of Ifflo, Decided 
01 ^ lOth May Iffir), froin order of Dist. 
Judf^e, Gawnporo, D/- 10th December 
1914. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 165— 
Suit under S. 165 against lambnrdnr is main¬ 
tainable 

A cosharor by boeoining a hmbiudar does 
not L-o.iPo to l o .1 oosli:\i-er .uul therofore a suit 
lironiJii Iiitn by ;inollu'r t’0-sh:iror uiidor 

S. Uiri, 'i'cnriiU’v Ai>( ni>t b;\d In law ; p /, C\ 

l*;Vi4 0‘2’ 

Kailas y ith Kalju -for Appellant. 

l\. V. f ■•(If! r,' — for Ko?pondont. 


Chamier, J. —This appeal arises ou^* 
of a suit brought by the respondent 
against the appellant for his share oi 
the profits of a mahal for the years 1318f 
1319 and 1320 Fasli. The respondent 
in bis plaint described the.appellant as a 
cosharer and the suit as one brought under 
S. 165 Tenancy Act, which provides 
for a suit by a cosharer against another 
cosharer for a settlement of accounts 
and for his share of the profits of a 
mahal. The appellant pleaded that be 
was the lambardar of the mahal and 
that the suit should have been brought 
agaicst him not under S. 1G5, but under 
S. 1G4, Tenancy Act. The Assistant 
Collector fi.Aed issues ou the questions 
whether the appellant was a lambardar 
of the mahal and whether, if be was a 
lambardar. the suit could be maintained 
under S. 165 c£ the Act. He found that 
the appellant was a lambardar and that 
the suit could not be maintained against 
him under S. 165, Tenancy Act. He 
gave the respondent an opportunity of 
amending his plaint by describing the 
appellant as lambardar and the suit as 
one brought under S. 164. The respon- 
dent declined to amend his plaint and 
the suit was dismissed. The respondent 
appealed. 

The District Judge reversed the deci¬ 
sion of the .\ssistant Collector and 
remanded the suit for trial on the merits, 
on the ground that the appellant had 
not by becoming a lambardar ceased to be 
a oosharer, and there was no reason why 
the respondent should not have framed 
his suit under S. 165. The learned Judge 
was of opinion that the description of 
the suit was a minor matter and that 
the suit should have been tried out. In 
this appeal it is contended that a suit 
umler S. 105 is a suit of a different 
description from a suit under S. 164 and 
wo wore referred to the decision of this 
Goiirt in Chunuo Lai v. Varblm Dial 
(l). Where a defendant is a lambardar, 
as in a suit under 8. 164, he is entitled 
to deduct bis baq-lambardari and village 
and other expenses ; whereas a oosharer 
defendant in a suit under 8. 165 is not 
entitled to such deductions. The appellant 
in the present case pleaded and proved 
that ho was lambardar and on that ao- 
coiint entitled to deduct haq-lambardari 
and village and other cxpences. That was 
merely a question of account which the 

u) U'.no 0 u 0. S09. 
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Assistant Collector could have disposed 
of. The respondent was perhaps badly 
advised in declining to meet the Assis¬ 
tant Collector’s wishes by amending his 
plaint. But as an amendment was not 
really necessary, it seems to us that the 
Assistant Collector was wrong in dis¬ 
missing the suit. He ought to have tried 
out the suit and given the appellant 
credit for the haq-lambardari and village 
and other expenses. It is possible that 
the respondent was afraid that if be 
amended the plaint, be would be told that 
the suit had become one of a different 
character and therefore must be dis¬ 
missed. The result might be that the 
respondent’s claim for profits for one 
year would be barred by limitation. In 
'my opinion the District Judge was right 
.in remanding this case for trial on the 
'merits and I would dismiss this appeal 
^ith costs. 

Piggott, J.— *1 ocncur. 

By the Court. -"The order of the 
Court is that this appeal is dismissed 
with costs. 

v.b./r.k. (h's7nif{s<'(t. 
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ITnox, j. 

Khclatvan Ko<?rf— Defendant—Appel¬ 
lant. 

V. 

Abdid Rahim - Plaintiff —Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 610 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 17th May 1915, from a decision 
of Addl. Dist. Judge, Gorakhpur, D/- 
28th January 1914. 

Pre*emption—Decree—Mere application to 
withdraw mopey does not take away right of 
appeal. 

In a pre-emption suit decree was passed in fa¬ 
vour of the plaintiff. The plaintiff deposited the 
monej’ to be piid to the vendee in Court. The 
vendee applied to withdraw the money so depo- 
aitod but did not, as a matter of fact, withdraw 
it. 

Held: that by making the application to with¬ 
draw, the vendee did not lose his right to an- 
peal. [P 325 C 2] 

IsKar Soran and Pnr^nodnvar Bayal — 
for Appellant. 

M. L. AgancaUi —for Respondent. 

Judgment.— In the Court of first in¬ 
stance the plaintiff, who is here respon. 
dent, instituted a suit for pre-emption, 
stating that he was entitled to pre»empt 
both under the Mahomedan law and 
the village custom. The Court of first 
instance held that the plaintiff was en¬ 
titled to pre-empt and give him a decree 


accordingly. The date on which he 
granted the decree was 20tb August 
1913. From that decree the defendant 
tiled an appeal on 3rd November 1913. 
That appeal was within time as the vaca¬ 
tion intervened. Ukon the Court pro¬ 
ceeding to hear the appeal, a preliminary 
objection was taken on the part of the 
plaintiffs to the effect that the defendant 
had accepted the decree and could no 
longer appeal from it. The acceptance 
was said to be on this wise, namely 
that on oth September 1913 which was 
within the month of the period granted 
to the plaintiff to deposit the pre-emption 
money, the defendant applied to with¬ 
draw the money which had been depo¬ 
sited. Along with the application to 
withdraw the money, he filed an applica¬ 
tion stating that ho was willing to accept 
this money and asking that it be given 
to his pleader, Munshi Wajid Ali, Upon 
this application the Court passed an order 
that the money should be paid; but be¬ 
fore it was actually paid the defendant 
had filed a second application stating 
that he had changed his mind, would not 
now accept the money and had in fact 
on 3rd November filed this appeal. The 
lower appellate Court held that the de¬ 
fendant could not be allowed to blow 
hot and cold and that by his first appli¬ 
cation ho bad accepted the decree, and 
dismissed the appeal. Tne defendant 
now comes to this Court and says that 
by what he did be had not lost his right 
to appeal. 

No authority has been cited to me 
either one way or the other, except the 
case of Anant Das v. Ashlmrncr and Com^ 
pany (l)and that of ]\Ioo7isJiee Ameer Ali 
V. Maharanee Inderject Singh (2). Nei¬ 
ther of the cases cited appears to be in 
point. The facts which govern them are 
quite distinct from those which govern 
this appeal. Thera was no agreement in 
the present case or. the po.rt of the defen¬ 
dant by which he is f-recluded from filing 
an appeal. This being so and the appeal 
having been disposed of Ijy the lower' 
appellate Court on a preliminary point 
which is DOW reversed. I remand the 
case to the lower a])pel!ate Court with 
directions to re-admit the aiq)eal under' 
its original number in the reaister and' 

(1) [1875-78] i'aII. 257. 

(2) [1870-72] 14 M. j. A. 203“9 ]■,. 1.. H. -iGO--: 

2 Suth. 470—2 Sar. TUr-oOK. K. 7G3 

(P. C.) 
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proceed to determine it in acoordance 
with law. Costs will abide the event, 
v.b./r.k. Case remanded^ 
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Full Bench 

Bichards, C. J., and Tudball and 

Bapique, JJ. 

Ashraf Ali Defendant—Appellant. 

V. 

Kalyan Das and others —Plaintiffs — 
Bespondents. 

First Appeal No. 281 of 1913, Decided 
on 4th June 1915. from decree of Addl. 
Sub-Judge, Aligarh. 

U. P. Court of Wards Act (3 of 1899), 
Ss. 16, 18 and 20—S. 20 applies to those who 

their claims under S. 16 but 
failed to produce documents—Mortgagee who 
aid not notify can sue and mortgage is ad¬ 
missible—No interest under S. 18. 

Section 20, U. P. Court of Wards Act, 1899, 
applies only to the case of persons who have 
notified their claims under the provisions of 

S. 16 of the Act but have failed to produce their 
documents. 

Therefore, a mortgagee, who did not notify 
his claim under S. IG, U. P. Court of Wards 
Act, 1899, is entitled to maintain a suit on his 
mortgage and his mortgage is admissible in 
evidence, but ho will not bo allowed interest 
under S. 18 of the Act. [P 30(3 c 8 ] 

B. ]jj, 0 Go}ior and Tej Dahadar Sapru 
— for Appellant. 

Siuidar Dal and S. A. Dar “for Bos- 
pondents. 

Judgment. This appeal arises out of 
a suit on foot of two mortgages, the 
first, dated 7th August 1907. for Bupoes 
8,500 and the second, dated Uth Febru 
ary 1909. for Bs. 1.000. The plaintiff 
claims Bs. 10.794 on foot of the two 
mortgages. The estate of the mortgagors 
was taken over by the Court of Wards 
and a notifioation was duly issued, witli 
effect from 29th July 1911. under S. 16. 
Court of Wards Aot, 3 of 1899. The 
mortgagees did not, in ooinplianoo with 
the provisions of S. 10, notify their 
claim under the two mortgages against 
the estate. It appears that there was 
some notilication of one of the mortgages 
in October 1912. This however may, for 
the purposes of our iudgment, be dis¬ 
regarded. The estate is not now and 
was not at the time of the institution of 
this suit under the management of the 
Court of Wards. The management was 
pvon up in November 1912. The Court 
below has given tho plaintilTs a deorao 
lor the full amount of the claim 


In appeal it is contended that the 
plaintiffs having failed to produce their 
documents before the Collector, the same 
are inadmissible in evidence, having re¬ 
gard to the provisions of S. 20. Of 
coui’se if the plaintiffs are unable to 
adduce their mortgage-deeds in evidence, 
they cannot sustain their suit. On the 
other hand, it is contended that S. 20 
only applies to the case of persons who 
have notified their claims under the pro¬ 
visions of S. 16 but have failed to pro! 
duoe their documents. It seems to us 
that the latter contention is clearly 
correct. S. 17 of tho Act provides that 
notwithstanding the provisions of the 
section any person who has a claim, 
whether it be allowed or disallowed by 
the Court of Wards, is entitled to insti¬ 
tute a suit, and that notwithstanding 
that the claim has not been notified. It 
may possibly be said that this provisiom 
Only applies to the matters mentioned 
in the earlier part of the same section. 

But S. IS makes the matter abun¬ 
dantly clear. In S. 18 the penalties for 
not notifying a.claim are set forth. 
Interest is to cease to run from the date 
upon which the claim should be notified. 
Cl. (2) provides that clSims not notified, 
are postponed to all claims that have! 
been notified. If S. 20 applied to oases 
where there had been no notifioation, it 
would, practically speaking, amount to 
an enactment that no suit could be, 
brought where a claim had not been! 
notiiiod. If no claim had been notified 
no documents would be produced But 
the words of S. 20 themselves show 
that it only deals with oasea where there 
has been a notification under S. 16. The 
new Aot, which was not in force j^’t the 
time tho estate was taken over by the 
Court of W ards, has laid down entirely 
new penalities for the failure to notify. 
S. 18 provides as follows: 

“Subject to tho provisions of S. 20. overv 

chum ot tho n^unreepeoifiod in S. 17 ag^iust 

tho ward or his property, other than debts due 
to or habililios incurrod iu favour of the 
(.ovorument, which is not notified under S. 17 
shall bo doomed, for ull purposes and on all 

occasions, whether during tho oontinuanoo of 

tho Mipermtondouce of the Court of Wards or 
afterwards, to have been duly discharged.'* 

On behalf of the appellants the case 

oiL Sector of Ghazipur v. Balbhaddar 

IS reheJ upon. At p. 29 of the 
judgment thora is the following passage; 

(1) [191-3] 17 1, eVio.. . 
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“It was suggested that the obligation to pro¬ 
duce documents is laid upon creditors who 
notify their claims. The argument is that a 
creditor who does not notify his claim at all 
may make himself liable to the provisions of 
S. 18 already quoted, but cannot be held liable 
to the further disability laid down by S. 20. 
There is nothing in the wording of the Act to 
support this contention, indeed it appears con¬ 
trary to the clear intention of the provisions 
under consideration.” 

We cannot agree with these remarks. 
It seems to us that the wording of the 
Act shows that the contention is correct. 

The only question which remains is 
the question of the amount of interest 
allowed. This is a point which is not 
taken in the memorandum of appeal. 
We think however that we ought to give 
effect to the clear provisions of S. 18. 
This provides that every claim, save as 
in the section mentioned, shall cease to 
bear interest from the date of the expiry 
of the period prescribed by this sec¬ 
tion, It is true that one of these mort¬ 
gage's was not payable for a period of 
five years. It was however neverthe¬ 
less a “claim" against the estate, and 
we think that under the provisions 
of the section it ceased to bear interest 
from 29th Jnnuary 1912, that is to say, 
six months after the notification. At 
the same time we think that the plain- 
tiffs ought to have their costs propor¬ 
tionate to their success in both Courts, 
the point not having been taken in the 
memorandum of appeal to this Court. 

We accordingly vary the decree of the 
Court below by directing that interest 
shall be disallowed on both mortgages 
from 29th January 1912 up to the date of 
the institution of the present suit. From 
that date the plaintiffs will have simple 
interest at the rate of Bs. 6 per cent per 
annum up to the date of payment. Wa 
extend the time for redemption for a 
period of six months from this date. 

V.B./r.K, Decree varied, 

• 
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Tudball and Kapique, JJ. 

Bam Zara71—Defendant—Appellant. 

V. 

Miidhu'Kar Prasad —Plaintiff —Bespon- 
■dent. 

Privy Council Appln. No. 4 of 1915, 

Decided on 1st May 1915. 

Civil P.C. (5 of 1908), S. 110—Dismissal 
for default is confirmation of lower Court's 
ilecision for S. 110. 

A decree of the High Court dismissing an ap¬ 
peal for default of prosecution is a decree affirm¬ 


Allahabad 327 

ing the decision of the Court below within the 
meaning of S. 110, Civil P.C. : *20 All. 367, Foil. 

[P 327 C 2] 

S. C. Banerji — foY Appellant. 

A. P. Dube —for Respondent. 

Judgment. — This is a petition for 
leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council. 
The appeal to this Court was valued by 
the appellant at Bs. 200. It was from 
an order of the District Judge removing 
him from his post as trustee of certain 
trust property. The trust property is 
said to have an annual income of over 
Bs, 2,300. It is therefore clear that the 
decree rr final order involves, directly or 
indirectly, some claim or question to 
or respecting property of the value of 
Rs. 10,000 and over. But there are two 
other points for decision. The first one is 
whether the decree against which the 
applicant seeks to appeal does or does not 
affirm the decision of the Court below. 
The appeal to this Court was dismissed 
for default of prosecution and costs were 
awarded to the opposite party. A very 
similar question arose in Bai v. Bain 
Lakhan Bai (l). 

In that case it was held that the de¬ 
cree of this Court dismissing an appeal 
for want of prosecution was a decree! 
affirming the decision of the Court below 
within the meaning of S, 590, Civil P. C. 
The language of the rules in ttie present 
Code of Ci^il Procedure corresponding to 
S. 59G has not been altered.' The result 
of the order dismissing the appeal for 
default is practically an affirmance of the 
decision of tlie Court below. In this case 
therefore we have to see, whether the 
appeal which the applicant wishes to pro¬ 
secute involves some substantial question 
of law. Six grounds of appeal are en¬ 
tered in the application. The first ground 
is the only one which relates to the order 
of this Court dismissing the appeal for 
default That raises no question of law 
whatsoever. The remaining five all relate 
to questions which arose between the 
parties on the merits in the Court below. 
They do not relate to our order of dis¬ 
missal for default, from which this ap¬ 
plication has arisen. Of these five grounds 
only ground 4 has been indicated to us as 
involving any’ question of law. The 
question involved depends upon the find- 
ings of fact arrived at by the Court below 
and affirmed by our order of dismissal. 
These facts being against the appellant, 

(1) [1898] 20 A11.’3C7=(189S)"A."w; N. 77. 
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we can see no substantial question of law 
which arises for decision. 

In our opinion the applicant is not 
entitled to the certificate which be seeks. 
This application is rejected with costs. 

V.B./r.k. Application rejected. 
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Tudball and Chamieu, JJ. 

A’. I. By. —Defendant—Appellant. 

V. 

M. K. Boy —Plaintiff—Respondent, 

Second Appeal No. 469 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 17th May 1915, from decree of 
First Addl. Judge, Aligarh. 

❖ Railways Act (9 of 1890), S. 75—No liabi¬ 
lity for loss of passenger’s luggage containing 
•ilver and silk in absence of declaration. 

Tho luggage of a passanger which 5s hooked is 
a package within llie moaning of 75, Rvs. Act. 
If the luggage contains silver and silk as regards 
which Ibo p.issoDger dees not make any declara¬ 
tion at the time of hooking, P.'vilwav Compunv is 
not Jiahio for its loss. [P 328 C'-i, P 3*20 C 1] 

ir. Waflach — for Appellant. 

Sarco/lro XiitJr Soi—for Resj>ondent. 

Judgment. - This appeal aiises out of 
a suit hroiu.ht by tlie plaintiff' respondent 
under the following circumstances;—The 
plaintiff' travelled on 3rd .Tnly 1912 as a 
passanger troin Ilowarh to ]\luirja liy the 
up Arnhatla oxiiro.^s train on tho East 
Indian Railway, flo had tiireo parcels of 
luggage; two bundles and a trunk. 

These were weiglied ann dt liverod by liini 
to tho railwu^y administration and placed 
in tho luggage van. Only two bundles 
were delivered at tho end of his journes. 
The steel trunk was lost Ife therefore 
sued the railway for lU' 461-S.O, the 
value of tlie box an<i i(a contents, plus 
Rs. 40 damages, total Rs. 501. At the 
time tho luggage was Ijookod lie did not 
dooloji'e the nalnio of tho ccintonts. Ac. 
cording to his jdaint tlio Irunk contained 
besides ordinirv clotliing sor-'e sila arti¬ 
cles tho value of which cc'ines to over 
Rs. 800 and also some silvor articles of 
tho value of about Rs. GO. These are all 
articles which are mentioned in Sch. 2, 
Railways Act. 


The Railway Company pleaded that as 
tho plaintill had not declared (hose arti¬ 
cles, it. tho company, was not lialdo in 
\ iow of (die f orms of S. To, Raitways Act. 
Tho Courts below di I not nocopt this idea 
■ai.d d-'ci-eorl f ho >uit in favour of t.ho 
plainti.l. 4,he llailvay Company appeals 
and tito same point is raised before us. 
The iioint is one which is covered by tho 
i'ilin.;(che loimd in Mohonu'd Af-du' 


Ghaffar v. Secy, of State (l) d,nd Aiwaz 
V. Simla Kalka Railway Co. (2). The 
Court below has relied on a decision of 
the Calcutta High Court in Veleyat ffos- 
sein V. Bengal and North-Western Bail, 
way Co. (3). In this case no question of 
the applicability of S. 75 arose. The 
articles which were in dispute therein 
were durries* which do not come within 
Sob. 2 of the Act. The Railway Com¬ 
pany had sought to free itself of its liabi¬ 
lity in that case by pleading a certain rule 
made by itself which the Court held to 

be in conflict with the terms of S. 72 of 

the Act and, therefore of no force. How¬ 
ever even in that judgment there is a 
remark which is in favour of the appel¬ 
lant before us. At p. 823 the judgment 
runs as follows: 

**A rule made uudor the Act is not a provision 
o( tho Act, and the words have an obvious re- 
fereuco to S. 78 relating to the carriage of ani- 
Jiiiil?, aud to y. 75 relating to tho carriage of 
articles of special value, which are oxpresslv 
framed to pl.ace certain restrictions on the fuil 
• •peration of S. 71.” 

It is clearly an expression of opinion 
that S. 74 of the Act is governed by S. 75, 
The argument on behalf of the respon- 
dent is that S. 74 is the only section in 
the Act which governs the case of passen¬ 
gers' luggage, and that S. 75 has nothing 
to do with luggage whatsoever. In our 
opinion there is no force in this conten¬ 
tion. The steel trunk was no less a 
package or paroel because it was booked 
as luggage. The language of S. 75 is gene¬ 
ral. It provides: 

‘■\\ hon any an cles inoniioued in the Sch. 2 are 
contained in any parcel or package delivered to 
a railway administration for carriage hv rail¬ 
way ami the value of such articles in the parcel 
or package exceeds one hundred rupees, the rail¬ 
way administration shall uot ho responsible for 
the los.s, destruction or deterioration of the 
prtiool or package, unless tho person sending or 
delivoiing the parcel or package to the ftdmiuis- 
Iralion caused its value nud couteuts to be da- 
clareti, or declared them at tho time of the de¬ 
livery of tlia parcel or package for carriage by 
railway, olo." 


In th'.^ present case the plaintiff' ueli- 
veroti a package to the railway admiuis- 
trillion lor carriage by railway. That! 
package contained articles mentioned,: 
in 8cii. 2 of value over Rs, 100. The 
laots of tho presnt case are clearly and' 
distinctly within the meaning of thej 
ianguago of 8. 75, wiiieh is a section of 
general application to all classes of goods.! 

ID US'JT] 56 r. K. IgPT. 

(2) 11907] 73 r. K. 1007 = 15 P. T.. K. v;0>. 

(S) LUO;4 3C> Cal. 810=3 1. C. 170. 
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In our opinion the appeal is vvell founded. 
The plaintiff having failed to declare the 
articles the value of which he seeks to 
recover, the Railway Company is not 
liable for the loss of the ti'unk and its 
contents. We allow the appeal and set 
aside the decrees of the Courts below. 
The plaintiff s suit will stand dismissed 
with costs in all Courts. 

V.B./r.K. Appeal decreed. 
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Chamier, J. 

Dhani Sahu —Defendant—Appellant. 

v. 

Baj Mahal Kunicari - Plaintiff—Res- 

pondent. 

Second Appeal No. 704 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 4th May 1915, from decree of 

Addi. Judge, Gorakhpur. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 83—Ex¬ 
proprietary right ceases to exist after relin¬ 
quishment. 

The effect of the relinquishmeut of ex-pro* 
prietai-y rights is as if the ex-proprietary rights 
had never come into existence at all. The per¬ 
son in whose favour the relinquishment of ex¬ 
proprietary rights is made cannot subsequently 
claim those rights. [P 320 C 2] 

A. P. Duhe and Jaiuj Bohadtir Lai — 
for Appellant. 

Harihans Sahai —for Respondent. 
Judgment. —SheoDihalmadea simple 
mortgage of a two-annas share in a vil¬ 
lage in favour of the respondent. Seven 
years later he made a usufructuary mort¬ 
gage of nine-pies out of the two annas 
shares in favour of the appellant. A few 
days after this mortgage the mortgagor 
executed a deed of relinquishment in 
respect of his ex-proprietary rights in 
certain plots of land aggregating 18 hi- 
ghas or so. The first mortgagee brought 
a suit upon her mortgage impleading the 
second mortgagee. She obtained a de¬ 
cree, brought the property to sale, and 
purchased it herself. She obtained for¬ 
mal delivery of possession of the entire 
[two-annas share. But the appellant de¬ 
clined to give up possession of the 16 bi- 
ghas odd, the ex-proprietary rights in 
jwhich had been relinquished by the mort- 
'gagor. This is a suit for possession of 
Ithe nine-pies share including the IS bi- 
ghas odd. 

The first Court decreed the claim for 
the share but dismissed the claim for 
possession of the plots. On appeal the 
Additional District Judge gave the res¬ 
pondent a decree for possession of 9 bi- 
lihas 6 biswas 5 dhurs and for mesne 


profits of the same, He dismissed fije 
claim of the respondent as regards the 
remaining 9 bighas, on the ground that 
she had failed to prove that the appel¬ 
lant held possession of those 9 bighas. 
On behalf of the defendant-appellant it 
is contended that the respondent is not 
entitled to possession of any portion of 
the land, in which the mortgagor became 
entitled to ex-proprietary rights on the 
making of the usufructuary mortgage, 
and that the relinquishment of his ex- 
proprietary rights by the mortgagor 
operated for the benefit of the appellant; 
only. In my opinion the learned Judge 
has taken a correct view of this matter. 
The mortgagor became entitled to ex-pro¬ 
prietary rights but deliberately relin¬ 
quished them. No one could prevent’ 
him from doing so. The result of the- 
relinquishment was to improve the se-| 
curifcy held by the mortgagees. In the- 
first instance, no doubt, the relinquish¬ 
ment operated more for the benefit of 
the second mortgagee than for that of 
the first mortgagee, beesuse it enables the 
second mortgagee to obtain actual nos- 
session of land which he could nob other- 
wise have obtained: but, in my opinion, 
when the property was sold in execution 
of the decree on the first mortgage the 
purchaser became entitled to proprietary 
rights in the whole two annas. The ax- 
proprietary rights had been carved out, 
of the two-annas share by the law bub' 
subsequently ceased to exist. 

To my mind it is as if the ex-proprie¬ 
tary rights had never come into exist-'^ 
ence at all, and there is no more ground 
for refusing to give the purchaser pos¬ 
session of these plots than for refusing 
to give him possession of any other plot 
included in the usufructuary mortgage. 
The appeal, therefore, fails. Cross-ob- 
jections have been filed by the respond¬ 
ent to the effect that the Court should 
have decreed possession of the entire 
18 bighas and mesne profits of the same. 
I have been referred to a number of 

rubkars recorded bv the first Court. 

% 

None of them show that tlie anuellanfc 

a i 

held actual possession of the whole 18 
bighas. They show that the parties 
elected not to give oral evidence and they 
state the result of an examination of 
some of the documentary evidence. No 
attempt has been made to show me that 
the documentary evidence proves that 
all the plots specified at the en-' of the 
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plaint were in fact in possession of the 
appellant. The District Judge finds that 
it is not proved that the appellant held 
possession of all the plots. I accept his 
finding. The result is that the cross¬ 
objections also fail. Both the appeal and 

the cross-objections are dismissed with 
costs. 

v.e./r.K. Appeal dismissed. 
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Full Bench 

Richards, G. J., Banerji and 
Tudball, JJ. 

Mt. Lahaso Kumoar — Plaintiff—Ap¬ 
pellant. 

V. 

Mahalnr Texvari and others —Defen¬ 
dants "Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1183 of 1913, De¬ 
cided on 9fch April 1915, from decision 
ofSuh-Judge, Ghazipur, D/-30th April 
1913. 

Cosharer — Exclusive possession by one 
raises presumption of other’s consent—Other 
cannot demolish building after standing by 
for many years. 


V. Ram Chander 
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structions demolished. It ia perfectly 
clear that in the event of a partition 
the plot in question will have to be taken 
into consideration. The authority making 
the partition will have regard to the 
rules that as far as possible parties in 
possession shall be left in possession and 
if that is found to be impossible and a 
certain plot (on which are buildings) in 
thq. possession of one party has to be 
put into the lot of another rent will be 
assessed. Where one oosharer is for 
many years in exclusive possesssion of 
a partiouler plot and makes constructions 
thereon the presumption is that he is 
so in possession with the consent of the 
oosharers. The other oosharers cannot 
after lying by for many years come in 
and ask to have the constructions demo¬ 
lished. , We think that the view taken 
by the Court below was correct and 
ought to be affirmed. There is no ques- 
tion of adverse possession in the case. 
Wo dismiss the appeal with costs. 

V.B./u.K, Appeal dismissed. 


here one cosharor is for luauy years in ex¬ 
clusive possession of .a particular plot and makes 
constructions thereon, tlio presumption is that 
hois so in possession with the consent of the 
cosharer.s. The other cosharers cannot after 
lying by for many years come in and ask to 

have the constructions demolished. [P 0:J0 C 2j 

■S’. AT. Dar-(or .-Vppellant. 

La-kshmi for M. L. A(jar~ 

tval't for Respondents. 

Judgment. This appeal arises out 
of a suit in which the plaintiff sought a 
declaration that the share of the plain¬ 
tiff and defendants No. 38 and 39 amounts 
to threa-oighths in a plot No. 703, and 
That she miglit have a decree for joint 
possession of the jilot and for removal 
of a thatch and lor tlie restoration of a 
ditcli said to have lieen filled in. Not¬ 
withstanding the pleadings it is quite 
clear that the (contoating) defendants’ 
contention was not that the plot in ques- 
tion did not form part of the joint pro- 
party of the cosharors, l>ut that tdiey 
foi a very long time had bean in posses¬ 
sion and Ind sunk a wall and made cor- 
tai!^ constructions. In the lower ap¬ 
pellate Court tile defendants raised no 
controversy as to the proprietary title 
of the parties to the plot in question. 
All Miat they contended was that havin^* 
regard to tha long time thev had been 
in possession . the plaintiff was not en- 
titled to put them out or to have con- 
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Richards, C. J. and Rafique, J. 

Shiva Chander Singh and others — 

Plaintiffs-Appellants. 

V. 

Bam Chander Singh — Defendant — 
Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 571 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 22nd .luno 1915, from decree of 
Judge of ^toradabad. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 164 — 

Loshnrers proving fact of arrears of rent 

and solvency of tenants—Onus of proving 

reason for non-coUection of rent lies on 
i ^mbardar. 

In a suit (or profits against a lamb.^rdar if tho 
cosharors give general evidence to show that 
tho rents are greatly in arrcar, that the tenants 
i\re solxent and th:\t there are uo specii^l circuui'" 
stances why the rents should not have been 
collected, the onus is shifted on to tho defen¬ 
dant of showing that for some reason not con¬ 
nected with hi.s own negligence or miscouduci 
ho wa.s unable to collect tho rents- 17 J C 914 

[P* 331 Cl] 

Gokul Prosad- —for Appellants. 

3/. Tj, Aganrala —for Respondent. 

Judgment. This appeal arises out o^ 
a suit brought by cosharers against tho 
lambardar. Tlio Court of first instance 
hold that the defendant had been guilty 
of negligence and decreed the plaintiffs’ 
claim on the basis of the gross rental. 
The lower appellate Court varied the 
decree of the Court below. In the course 
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of his judgment the learned District 
Judge says: 

The next point urged is tbit the profits 
should be calculated ou actual collections and 
not on the recorded rentals as has been done bv 
the lower Court. This plea, in my opinion must 
be allowed for in a suit under S. 164, Ten. Act, 
profits must be allowed on actual collections, 
unless it is proved that the rents have re¬ 
mained uncollected owing to the negligence or 
misconduct of the iambardar. In this case as far 
as I can see, there is nothing to show that the 
ronts were not collected through the negligence 
or misconduct of the defendant.” 

The Court of first instance had stated: 

“ The patwari further states that the amount 
of arrears is recoverable and the tenants are in 
a position to pay it. Accordingly on the^plain* 
tiff 3 application the defendant Iambardar was 
examined. When he was asked to state the 
cause of such heavy arrears, he did not give any 
satisfactory cause. On the other hand he stated 
that he knew nothing at all, that he had no 
account book of collections and arrears, nor 
could he state what amount of money was rea¬ 
lised from what tenant and what amount of 
money was in arrears. The burden of proof 
that the money which is due by the tenants re¬ 
mained in arrears owing to unavoidable circum¬ 
stances, lay on the defendant. But ho did not 
prove it. The statement of the defendant that 
he did not know anything at all proves that he 
had not made his statement in good faith.” 

It seems to us that if a cosharer gives 
general evidence to show that the rents 
are greatly in arrear. that the tenants 
are solvent and that there are no special 
circumstances why the rents should not 
have been collected, the onus is shifted 
on to the defendant of showing that for 
some reason not connected with his own 
negligence or misconduct he was unable 
to coliaot the rents. It is very difficult 
to see what other evidence a cosharer 
under ordinary circumstances could give. 
This view was taken by a learned Judge 
of this Court in the case of Mithan Lal 
V. Mizaji Lal (1). In the present case 
the evidence of the Iambardar, as pointed 
■out by the Court of first instance, was 
extremely unsatisfactory. If the defen¬ 
dant knew nothing about the circum¬ 
stances of the village he should have 
produced his karinda. There seams to 
be no dispute about the expenses. We 
think before finally disposing of the ap¬ 
peal, we should refer the following issue 
to the Court below: 

” What rents for the years in suit were loft 
unrealised and how much ot these arrears were 
unrealised on account of the negligence or mis¬ 
conduct of the Iambardar?” 

We direct the Court below to order 
the Iambardar (within a time to be speci- 

(1) [1912] 17 I. 0. 914. ' 


fied in the order) to file an account show¬ 
ing the names of the tenants, the 
amounts that have been realised from 
each of the tenants, and the amounts 
left unrealised, In the case of rents 
unrealised the Iambardar will give in a 
column of the account his reasons why 
these rents were not realised. When 
this account has been filed the plaintiffs 
will have a right to see the same, and 
they will then be entitled to go into evi¬ 
dence to show that in respect of the 
moneys not realised, the Iambardar was 
guilty of negligence or misconduct. The 
Iambardar will of course have a right to 
rebut the evidence, if any produced by 
the plaintiffs. The usual ten days will 
be allowed to file objections on return of 
the finding. 

v.B./r.K. Issue reynitied. 
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Chamier, J. 

Hira Lal and oi/zcrs —Applicants. 

V. 

Si'trasyjati—Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. Petn. No. 1229 cf 1914, 
Decided on 5th May 1915, from order 

of Magistrate, Aligarh. 

Copyright Act (3 of 1914), S. 7 (a)—Copy¬ 
right did not include exclusive right of trans¬ 
lation—Author is entitled to copyright in book 
translated by him. 

Under the old Copyright Act “copyright” did 
not include the exclusive right of translation, 
but the author of a book who made .a translation 
of it was entitled to a copyright in it as if it 
were an original work. [P 331 C 2 P 332 C 1] 

E. A. Howard —for Applicants. 

S K. Bar —for Opposite Party. 

R. Malcomson^' iox the Crown. 

Judgment —The applicants have bean 
convicted of an offence under S. 7 (a). 
Copyright Act, 1914. Ajudhia Prasad 
wrote a book in Urdu called Trans¬ 
lation Guide, Part I, and had it prin¬ 
ted in 1S97 by the applicants who are 
the owners of a press. He also wrote 
a Translation Guide, Part I, in Hindi 
but died before he could publish it. Hia 
widow, the complainant, had the new 
work printed and published by the ap¬ 
plicants in 1911. Three years later the 
applicants published another edition of 
the Translation Guide in Hindi, but sup¬ 
pressed the name of the author and 
claimed to be the proprietors of it. For 
the applicants it is contended that the 
complainant had no copyright in the Hindi 
work. "Copyright” did not formerly in¬ 
clude the exclusive right of translation, 
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ibnfc the author of a book who made a 
translation of it was entitled to a copy¬ 
right in it as*if it were an original work. 
Therefore even if the Hindi book in ques¬ 
tion is only a translation of the Urdu 
book, Ajudhia Prasad, and his widow 
after him, had copyright in the Hindi 
book. S. 4 of the Act of 1914 to which 
counsel has referred has no bearing upon 
the case. The application is dismissed. 

V.B./r.k. Application dismissed. 
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Kich.abds, C. J. and Rafique, J. 

Sital Prasiid —Defendant—Appellant. 

V. 

Lol Bahadur and anotliei —Plaintiffs 
—Resijondents. 

First Appeal No. 91 of 1914, Decided 
on 25th November 1915, from decision of 
Sub-Judge, ('awnpore. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908). O. 23. R. 3-Agree¬ 
ment of coiTipromisc in mutation case is not 
registrable and is admissible in other suit— 
Registration Act (16 of 1908), S. 17 (2) (6). 

A petitiou liled in a mutation case iu vbich 
the parties merely request the revemio Court to 
effect mutation of names iu accordance with an 
agreement come to between the parties out of 
Court, is not compu]poril\ registrable and is ad¬ 
missible in evidence in a subsequent civil suit to 
prove the adjustment of a dispute between the 
parties out of Court. [P 333 G 2] 

M, L. Agarrrala- and Jienod Behari — 
for Appellant. 


Kailas Nath Katju and Tcj Bahadur 
Saprii —for .Kespondents. 

Judgment —This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which one Lala Dal Bahadur 
claimed a declaration of his title to cer¬ 
tain property wliich originally belonged to 
three brothers. Raja Lal. Ambika Prasad 
and Munna Lal, The plaintiff’s claim 
was that lie was the daughter s son of 
one Blmwani Saiiai, the iiatoriial graud- 
fatdior of tho throe jiersons wo have 
namotl. It appears that wliile tliis suit 


was ponding, tlicre were also jionding in 
the revenue Court proceedings for muta¬ 
tion of names. Tho application foi* muta¬ 
tion, and the ojqiosition tlioreto, were 
based on oxacily tlie same considerations 
as in tho civil suit, (^n 28rd Detoher 
19ld a iietilion was ruesonted in the re¬ 


venue inattor signed i.y Lal Bahadur 
(plaintill) and Sital Srasad (tho contend¬ 
ing defendant). This petition set forth 
that the revenue uiattor had been com¬ 
promised in tlip manner sot forth in tho 


)>ef \{ icn. 
Lal 


The petition goes on to say 
Bihadiir and Lovind Prasad 


had agreed to recognize that Sital Pra¬ 
sad had a right to three-fourths of the 
property in dispute as sapinda to Raja 
Lal and Munna Lal. The revenue Court 
acted on the petition and made entries 
accordingly. On 21st November 1913 
the plaintiff presented a petition to the 
learned Judge before whom tho present 
suit was pending, stating that the suit 
had been comrpomised and asking that a 
decree should be made under O. 23, E. 3, 
Civil P. C. He brought on to the file, the 
petition of 23rd October 1913, to which 
we have referred above. The defendant did 
not d^ny that he had joined in the peti¬ 
tion, but said that he bad dene so as the 
result of fraud and undue influence. The 
Court below held that there was no fraud 
or undue influence and made a decree in 
the terms of the alleged adjustment. 

In the present appeal it is urged that| 
the petition, not being registered, was; 
inadmissible having regard to the provi¬ 
sion of S. 17, Registration Act, 16 of 
1908, The respondent contends that the 
petition to the revenue Court was not a 
document that required registration and 
that it was admissible to prove that an 
adjustment of the civil suit had been 
made by the parties out of Court and 
that in, the absence of fraud, it demon¬ 
strated that there had been an adjust-j 
ment. From time to time the admissi- 
hility of such petitions as evidence in 
subsequent proceedings in the civil Courts, 
has been raised and there is undoubtedly 
some conflict of authority. S. 17, Regis¬ 
tration Act, (Cl. b), provides that 

“noutost:imentftry instruments whioh purport 
or operate to croato, declare, assign, limit or 
extinguish any right, title or interest of tho 
value of Rs. 100 and upwards to or in immov¬ 
able property” 

must be registered. It has been argued 
that these petitions are instruments re¬ 
quiring registration within the meaning 
of the section, in most, if not in all, of 
the cases heret ofore decided in which the 
question has arisen, the petition was 
presented to the revenue Court long be¬ 
fore the civil Court proceedings were 
instituted. It may perhaps fairly be said 
that in some of these oases the party 
producing the petition of compromise, 
was attempting to use it for the purpose 
of sliowing that some right in immo¬ 
vable property had either been "created, 
declared, assigned, limited or exting¬ 
uished," If in tho present case, the res¬ 
pondent was seeking to use the petition 
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to show that a right in immovable pro¬ 
perty had been “created, declared, as¬ 
signed, limited or extinguished,” it might 
have been urged with great force that 
if the document “purported or operated” 
£o do any one or more of these things, it 
was inadmissible for want of registration 
and that if it did nob so “purport or ope¬ 
rate’* it was inadmissible as irrelevant. 
In the present case we think that the 
petition of 23rd October 1913 was 
produced in the Court below merely for 
the purpose of showing that this very 
suit had been adjusted by the parties out 
of Court. This is clearly shown by the 
petition'which the plaintiff filed in the 
civil Court setting forth that there had 
been an adjustment. The petition of 23rd 
October does not on the face of it pur¬ 
port to ‘create, declare, assign, limit or 
iextinguish any right.” It was merely a 
request to the revenue Court to effect 
mutation of names in accordance with an 
agreement come to between the parties. 
The petition does not on the face of it 
even purport to be the agreement bet¬ 
ween the parties. It is simply a “peti¬ 
tion” addressed to the Court. 0. 23, R. 3, 
provides that where it is proved to the 
satisfaction of the Court that a suit has 
been adjusted wholly or in part by any 
lawful agreement or compromise, the 
Court shall order such compromise to be 
recorded and shall pass a decree in accor¬ 
dance therewith so far as it relates to the 
suit* 

Prior to the passing of the present 
Code, it had been the practice of this 
Court not to act under the corresponding 
S. 375, of the old Code, unless the par¬ 
ties were actually agreed that an adjust¬ 
ment had been made when the Court was 
asked to act. The other High Courts on 
the contrary had taken the view that it 
was open to one of the parties to prove 
the adjustment even when the other 
party denied it. The words of the pre¬ 
sent order seem to indicate that the 
legislature has thought well to adopt 
the practice prevailing in the other 
Courts and that the Court roust now 
inquire whether or not there has bean 
an adjustment out of Court. There was 
nothing to prevent the parties to the 
present suit coming to an oral agreement 
of adjustment. The only transactions 
relating to immovable property which 
require to be made in writing are those 
specified in the Transfer of Property Act. 
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If the parties had presented to the civil 
Court a petition in the same terms asi 
that presented to the revenue Court, the' 
civil Court would undoubtedly have re ’ 
ceived it and acted upon it. We do not; 
think that any one could have contendedi 
that such a petition required registration.' 
Suppose that both parties had signed 
such a petition and that on the strength 
of it the respondent had asked the Court 
to act under 0. 23, R. 3, suppose further 
that the applicant had opposed the Court 
so acting on the ground that he had been 
induced to sign the petition by fraud and 
that the Court had found that there was 
no fraud, we think it clear that the 
Court would have been hound to make 
a decree in terms of the adjustment and 
that the applicant could not have suc¬ 
cessfully contended that the signed peti¬ 
tion was inadmissible for want of regie, 
tration. W^e think that the petition 
(which both parties signed) to the re¬ 
venue Court was in the circumstances of 
the case admissible as evidence that the, 
present suit had been adjusted out of 
Court. The significance to be attached 
to the evidence is of course another 
matter. In the present case, when wa 
consider that the mutation proceedings 
and the civil Court suit were going on 
simultaneously, and that it was exactly 
the same dispute, it is clear that the 
present suit was adjusted. It is quite 
clear that the petition in the revenue 
matter was made in pursuance of the 
agreement to adjust the dispute pending 
between the parties. In the natural 
course of events, if Sifcal Prasad had kept 
good faith, he would have joined in a 
petition to the civil Judge couched in 
exactly the same terms as the petition 
he bad joined in, to the revenue Court. 
We think that the^ Court below was 
justified in coming to the conclusion that 
the parties had adjusted the suit out of 
Court, and that being so, it was the duty 
of the learned Judge to make the decree 
in terms of that adjustment. W^e see no 
reason to differ from the view taken by 
the Court below on the question of undue 
influence and fraud, nor was it seriously 
urged that we should do so. W'e dismiss 
the appeal with costs including in this 
Courtfees on the higher scale. The de¬ 
cree will not issue until the deficiency is 
made good by the plaintiff-respondent. 

V.B./r.K. Appeal diuynisfie - l . 
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Bichards, C. J. and Bafiqde, J. 

Jahangir and another —Defendants— 
Appellants, 

V 

Shcoraj Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 670 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 23rd June 1915, from decree of 

Dist. Judge. Moradabad. 

(a) Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 32 (6)— 
S. 32 (6) does not require proof of author of 
old pedigree. 

Keilher S. 32, Evidence Act, nor its Cl. 6 
provides that it is necessary to show who it was 
that made the statements referred to therein. 

\Vhere an old pedigree, which was found to 
be genuine, was mado long before the question 
in dispute had arisen and it was impossible to 
show who in fact had made the statements con¬ 
tained in the pedigree: 

Held', that the pedigree was admissible in 
evidence. [P 335 C 1] 

(b) Practice—Evidence—Objection to admis¬ 
sibility of evidence must be raised when evi¬ 
dence tendered. 

The proper tijiio to object to the admissibility 
of ovidence is at the trial when the evidence is 
tendered and it is then that the Court should 
rule as to the admissibility or inadmissbility of 
the evidence. [P 33i'C 1] 

Sicrcndra Nath Sen —for Appellants. 
Nchal Chand for B. E. 0 Conor and 
A. If. C. IJamitation —for Respondent. 

Judgment.— This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the plaintiff for a dec¬ 
laration that a certain deed of gift made 
by one Mt. ?>anjia in favour of the defen¬ 
dant should he held to be null and void 
after lior death. The Court of first in. 
stance dissinissed the plaintiff’s suit. 
The lower appellate Court gave him a 
decree. 

Having regard to the fact that this is 
a second appeal, the learned vakil on 
behalf of the defendant-appellant was 
hound to admit that the only question 
that could ho argued, was the admissi¬ 
bility in evidence cf a pedigree relied 
upon by the plaintiff, on the strength of 
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If the objection is not taken until a late 
stage in the litigation, it may mean that 
an appellate Court is obliged to decide 
against the party on a technical ground 
or the time of the Court is taken up 
re-trying matters which ought to have 
been disposed of at the original hearing, 
the result being loss of public time and 
additional and unnecessary expense to 
the litigants. 

The document in question is an alleg¬ 
ed pedigree showing the relationship of 
a number of persons and amongst others 
of Hulas (the husband of Mt. Sanjia) 
with one Bhusa. The document,, accord¬ 
ing to the finding of the Court below, 
was an ancient document and genuine. 
A witness of the name of Jiraj produced 
the document. It had been filed in muta¬ 
tion proceedings, the record of which 
case was sent for. Jiraj identified the 
document and stated that he had received 
it as a family pedigree from his grand¬ 
father. No objection appears to hav® 
been taken to the admissibility of this 
document in evidence in the Court of 
first instance, although its genuineness 
was not admitted. In the lower appel¬ 
late Court it was objected to, on the 
ground that it was inadmissible because 
no evidence was adduced to show who 
had made it. We think that having re¬ 
gard to the stage at which objection as 
to the admissibility of the document is 
made, we should treat it as a document, 
produced by Jiraj who proved that he 
reoieved it from his grandfather, as be¬ 
ing a document which contained the 
particulars of the family relationship. 
Wo must also assume that the statements 
made by the witness Jiraj are true, they 
having been believed by the lower ap¬ 
pellate Court. The question is whether 
under these oiroumstanoes the document 
is or is not admissible in evidence. S. 32, 
Evidence Act, provides that 


Jahangir v. Sheoraj 


which tlio lower iipj^ellato Court deorei 
the plaintiff’s claim. Objection to tl 

admissibility of evidence taken at a la 
stage in litigation is not to ho encourage 
The proper tdme to olijoot to the atlmi 
sil)ility of evidence is at the trial whe 
the evidence is tendered and it is tin 
that the Court should rule as to the ai 

imissildlity or inadmissibility of the ov 

■denco. Wlian the objection is taken i 
itlu) time, the party wishing I 

produce the ovidonno may ho able to tal 
steps to make the ovidonco admissihl 


“Statcnionts, written or verbal, of relevant 
. a person who is dead, or who can¬ 
not be found, or who has tiecoine inonpablo of 
piving ovidence, or whoso aiteiuhvnco caui^ot bo 
procured without an ainoinit of dolav or expense 
which, under liio ciroinnstances of the case, ap* 
pears to the Court unreasonable, arc themselves 
relevant facts in certain cases.” 

Cl. (i is as follows: 

hen the ataloinont relates to the existence 
of any rolatioiiship by blood, marriage or adop* 

tion between pereons deceased, and is mado in 

any will or deed relating to iho affairs of the 
family to which any such deceased person be* 
longed, ur in any fajuily txjdigrce, or upon 
any tomb stone, family iK)rtrait, or other thing 
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on which such statements are usually made, 
and when such statement was made before the 
question in disputes was raised.” 

We assume for the pur^)oses of our 
decision that it was impossible to sj;iow 
iwho in fact had made the statements 
contained in the pedigree, that the pedig¬ 
ree was made before the question in dis¬ 
pute had arisen and necessarily that it 
was imposisible to call am witness the 
person who had made the material state¬ 
ments contained in the pedigree. The 
question is whether on these assump¬ 
tions the document was admissible. We 
think that it was. Neither the section 
nor the clause provides that it is neces¬ 
sary to show who it was that made the 
statements. In the case of an old pe¬ 
digree it would be generally quite impos¬ 
sible to give evidence as to who was the 
author of the statements. We may point 
out that in the present case we are not 
called upon to express any opinion as to 
the genuineness of the document, or the 
weight to be attached to the evidence. In 
our opinion the decision of the Court be¬ 
low was correct and ought to be affirmed. 
We accordingly dismiss the appeal with 
costs. 

V.B./r.K. Appeal difimisscd. 
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Banerji and Eafique, JJ. 

Rajn CAancZ—-Petitioner—Appellant. 

V. 

Gaya Din Teicari — Opposite Party— 
Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 109 of 1915, Deci¬ 
ded on 3lsfc July 1915, from order of 
Judge, Agra, D/- lOtfa March 1915. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), S, 92—In suit under 
S. 92 person appointed trustee by compromise 
—Trustee adjudged insolvent-— Application 
to remove him is not in continuation—Fresh 
suit lies, 

In a suit under S. 92, Civil P. C. a compro¬ 
mise was effected by • which one G was ap¬ 
pointed manager of a temple. Subsequently 
G was declared insolvent and an application 
was made to the District Judge to remove him: 

that the suit having been decided and 
a decree made the application could not bo in 
continuation of the suit and was therefore not 
entertaiuable. 

Ecld: fiirthe - that the remedy was a further 
suit under S. 92, Civil p. C ' [P .335 C 2] 

G. L, Agarxvala—iox Appellant. 

^lolian Dal Sandal —for Respondent. 

Judgment.— In our opinion the Court 
below is right. A suit was brought 
under S. 92, Civil P. C. for removal of 
certain trustees of a temple. The case 


was compromised and a decree was made 
in accordance with the compromise, to 
the effect that Gaya Din should be the 
manager of the temple and Ram Chand 
should be the manager of the temple pro¬ 
perty. It is said that Gaya Din has 
been declared insolvent and accordingly 
an application was made to the District 
Judge to remove Gaya Din from his office 
of trustee. The learned Judge has, in 
our opinion, rightly held that no such^ 
application could be made in the MisJ 
cellannecus Department. If Gaya Din* 
had committed any act which would* 
entail his removal from the office of* 
trustee, the remedy was a suit under' 
S. 92, Civil P. C. but no application in 
the Miscellaneous Department could be 
made for his removal. The Court has no 
authority to entertain an application of' 
this kind. The learned vakil for the' 
appellant contends that the present ap-j 
plication was in continuation of the suit 
which terminated in a compromise and 
decree. The suit having been decided 
and a decree made there could not be a 
continuance of the suit. The present* 
application cannot be deemed to be an! 
application for execution of the decree. 
We dismiss the appeal with costs. 

V.B./r.K. Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards, C. J. and Rafique, J. 

Ram Sarup and oi/icrs—Defendants 
—Appellants. 

V. 

JasioantRai and others —Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

Privy Council Appeal No. 19 of 1915, 
Decided on 2Gbh November 1915, for 
^eave to appeal to His Majesty. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908), S. 12 and 
Art. 179—Copying days would be excluded 
in computing limitation for leave to appeal 
to Privy Council. 

In computing the period of six months under 
Art. 176, Dim. Act, provided for an application 
for leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council an 
applicant is entitled under S. 12, Cl. ( 2 ), Lim. 
-Act, to exclude the day on which the judg¬ 
ment complained of was pronounced and the 
time requisite for obtaining a copy of tho 
decree. 

Section 12 (2), Lim. Act, is general and ao- 

plies to-all applications for leave to appeal. ‘ 

[P 336 C Ij 

GulzariloA Kailas Nath Iiatju~~{or 

Appellants. 

Benode Behari—tot Rosponrlente. 

Judgment.--This is an application 
for leave to appeal to His Majesty in 
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council. A point has been taken on behalf 
of the respondent that* the application 
was not presented within time. Art. 179. 
Lia. Act, prescribes a period of limita¬ 
tion of six months from the date of the 
decree. S. 12, Cl. (2), Lim. Act (now in 
force) provides that in computing the 
period of limitation prescribed for an 
application “for leave to appeal,” the 
day on which the judgment complained 
of, was pronounced and the time re¬ 
quisite for obtaining a copy of the decree 
shall bo excluded. It is admitted that 
if this provision applies to an applica¬ 
tion for leave to appeal to His Majesty 
in Council, the application is within time. 
Prior to the passing of the present 
Limitation Act, appeals to His Majesty 
had to be brought within six months from 
the date of the decree and the applicant 
was not at liberty to exclude any time 
for the purpose of obtaining a copy of 
the decree. Under the old Act, this 
,tima was only allowed to applications 
for leave to appeal as a jauper; hut the 
clause of the section as it now stands is 
general and apiiears to apply to all ap¬ 
plications for leave to appeal. It is 
highly probable that the words ‘leave to 

^ pani'er ’ were omitted so as 
to include applications for leavo to ap¬ 
peal in insolvency iviatters- But in con¬ 
struing the section, we must deal witli 
tlu) secli<)n as it now stands. On the 
plain words of the section, an applicant 
[or leave to appeal is entitled to exclude 
'the period roierrod to. In our oihnion, 
Ithe application is within time. 

' The value of the subject-matter of the 
suit in tho Court below* and of the pro- 
loosed appeal to His Majesty in Council 
is Upwards of Bs. 10,000. This Court'- 
did not allinn tho decision of tho Court 
of lirst instance. Tho case accordingly 
fulfils tho requironients of B. 110, Civil 
p. C. and we so certify. ^Vo make no 
order as to costs. 

V.r../u.K. Apjf/irdt/on t/frinted 
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Bani- iMi:!*: and Kai'iqi’k, JJ. 

Mat/ho Iiavi and —Dooree-hol- 

(lers—Appellants. 

v. 

Niliijl Siimii and mhen^ —Judgment- 
do liters—Kospondonts. 

Mxcention Second Appeal No. 1S2S of 
tl)t‘l. Decided on 27th July 1015, from 
decisioi^ of Dist. ludgo. Saharanpur. 
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(a) Limitation Act (3 of 1908), Art, 181— 
Art. 181 governs application under O. 34, 

R, 5, Civil P. C.—Time runt when right to 

apply accrues. 

An application for an order absolute for sale 
under O. 34, R. 5, Civil P. C., is governed by 
Art. 181, Sch. I, Lim. Act, 1908, and tho period 
of limitation should be computed from the time 
when the right to apply first accrued. 

[P 337 C 2] 

(b) Limitation Act (9 of 1908), Art. 181-— 
Right to apply ifhder O. 34, R. 5, begins after 
expiry of time allowed by first Court—No 
fresh starting point is given by appellate 
decrees confirming first Court's decree. 

A preliminary decree under O. 84, R. 4, Civil 
P. C., was made on 27tb February 1909. The 
decree allowed a period of six months to the 
judgment-debtor to pay the amount of the decree 
and that period expired on 26th August 1909, 
Meanwhile the judgment-debtor appealed. The 
decree was afljrmed by the lower appellate Court 
Court on 25tb January 1911 and by the High 
Court on 25lh .January iui2. The decree-holder 
applied on 25th April 1913 under 0. 34, R. 5, for 
a decree absolute. 

Held: that the application, having teen made 
bevond three years from the date of the expira¬ 
tion of the period for payment, was barred by 
time* under .Vrt. 181, Sch. 1, Lim. Act, 1909. 

Held further: that the subsequent decrees by 
the appellate Courts only affirmed the right 
given by the Court of first instance and did not 
give rise to a fresh right unless the decree of 
the Court of first instance was in any respect 
vfiricd by the appellate Courts. [P 397 C 9] 

Duriia Charan Bauerjec and Surendra 
yoth Seji —for AppoUanta. 

Xchal Chand —for Respondents. 

Facts.—This was a decroe-holder’s 
appeal. Tlie decveo-hoUler obtained & 
decree fer sale against tho respondent 
on 27th February 19C9. Before ho coold 
apply for an order absolute for sale under 
0.31, H. 5. tho judgment-debtor appealed 
to tho District Judge who confirmed the 
decree of t he first Court on 25th January 
1911. Ho appealed to the High Court 
and the High Court too dismissed his 
appeal confirming the decrees of the two 
lower Courts on 25th January 1912. The 
decree-holder then applied for an order 
absoluto on 25th April 1913. There was 
no extension of time for payment in 
either of the original decrees of the lower 
Courts. The first Court dismissed the 
application of the decree.holder as barred 
by time and the lower appellate Court 
on appeal upheld that order. The decree- 
holder appealed to the High Court. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of 
an application made under 0. 34, R, 5, 
Civil P. C., for a final decree in a suit 
for sale upon a mortgage. The prelimi¬ 
nary decree under 0 34, R. 4, was made 
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on 27th February 1909. That daeroo 
allowed a period of six months to judg¬ 
ment-debtor to pay the amount of the 
deoree, and that period expired on 26th 
August 1909. Meanwhile the judgment- 
debtor appealed, with the result that the 
decree of the Court of first instance was 
affirmed by the lower appellate Court on 
25th January 1911, and on second appeal, 
by the High Court on 25th January 1912. 
Heither the first appellate Court nor this 
Court extended time for payment of the 
mortgage money. The present applica¬ 
tion was made on 25th April 1913. 

It wa3 contended on behalf of the 
judgment-debtors, that is, the mortgagors, 
"that the application was beyond time. 
This contention was allowed by the Court 
•of first instance and the decision of that 
Court was affirmed by the lower appel¬ 
late Court. The decree-holders have 
preferred this appeal and it is urged on 
their behalf that limitation should be 
computed either from the date on which 
the decree of the Court of first instance 
was affirmed by the lower appellate Court 
or when the decree of this Court was 
made. 

In order to consider whether the 
application is barred by limitation or 
not, it is first of all necessary to deter, 
mine what article of Sch. 1, Lim. Act, 
is applicable to the present case. It 
is clear that Art. 182 does not apply, and 
there being no other article which is 
applicable, the only article which can be 
applied is Art. 181. R. 5, 0. 34, pro¬ 
vides that where payment is not made 
within the time fixed, the Court shall on 
application made in that behalf by the 
plaintiff pass the final decree for the 
sale of the mortgaged property or a suffi¬ 
cient part thereof. Therefore it is neces¬ 
sary that an application should be made 
by the plaintiff in order to obtain a final 
decree under that order. The applica- 
tion is thus an application in the suit 
and since the passing of the present Civil 
Procedure Code it can no longer be said 
to be an application in execution or for 
the execution of a decree. It is therefore 
manifest that Art. 182 cannot apply and 
as stated above, since there is no other 
article which is applicable, the only 
article which would govern an applica¬ 
tion of this kind would be Art. 181. This 
has been held by the Bombay High Court 
in Datto Atmaram Hasahnis v. Shankar 

1915 A/43 ^44 
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Dattatraya (l), following the decision of 
Jenkins, C, J,, in Aviolak Ghand Parak v. 
Sharat Chandra Mickherjee (2). 

Under the old Limitation Act also it 
was held by this Court in All Ahmad v. 
Naziraji Biht (3), and Udit Narain v. 
Jayannah (4), that an application for an 
order absolute for sale under the Transfer 
of Property Act was governed by Art. 178, 
Lim. Act, 1877, which corresponds to 
Art. 18i of the present Act. The next 
question to be ponsiderad is: When did 
the right to apply accrue as provided in 
Col. 3 of that article? There can be no 
doubt that after the expiry of the six 
months allowed by the decree of the 
Court of first instance, the decree-holders, 
plaintiffs became entitled to apply for 
final decree. The more fact that an 
appeal was preferred from the prelimi- 
nary decree did not take away that right 
or postpone it. This is conceded by the 
learned vakil for the appellants, but he 
urges that he also acquired the right to 
apply when the decrees of the appellate 
Courts, namely, that of the first Court of 
appeal and of the High Court were 
passed. 

It seems to us that limitation should 
be computed from the time when the 
right to apply first accrued. That right 
accrued, as we have said above, when 
the six months granted by the Court of 
first instance to the judgment-debtors 
expired. The passing of the subsequent 
decrees by the appellate Courts only 
affirmed that right and did not give rise 
to a fresh right, unless the decree of tho! 
Court of first instance was in any ros-^ 
pect varied by the appellate Courts. Wo 
think that the analogy of the decision of 

the maiority of the Full Bench in Gai/al 

Din V. Jhummaii Lai (5) applies. That 
was a case in which the question was, 

whether the money sought to be ro- 
covored became due under Art. 132, 
Scb, 1, when default was first made iii 
the payment of instalments. It was 
held that the money became due when 
the first default was made. On the same 
principle limitation must be computed, 
in a case like the present, from the time 
when the plaintiff’s right to make an ap- 

^ fin?-l de cree first acernad 

(li A. i. R. IDU Bom. 203=33 

I. G. 318. " — 

{■2) [1011] 33 Cal. 913=11 I. C. 943 

(3) [100-21 -24 All. 542=(1902) A. \V ir.Q 


(i) [1904] 


1 A. L. J. 15. 


(5) [1915] 37 All. 400=28 I. C. 910. 
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Admittedly the right first accrued in this 
case on 26th August 1909, and more 
than three years having expired from 
that date when the present application 
was made, it is beyond time. We ac¬ 
cordingly dismiss the appeal with costs, 
including fees on the higher scale. 

v.b./r.K. Appeal dismissed. 
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Piggott, J. 

Ali Jafa-t —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. 

Phulmanta Koer and others —Defen¬ 
dants - Bespondents, 

Second Appeal No. 1060 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 19th June 1915, from decree of 
Dist. Judge, Azamgarh. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), Ss. 4 (5) 
and 167 —Suit for ejectment as trespassers 
or declaration of defendants being tenant is 
cognizable by civil Court—Civil Court can 
declare tenancy but not its class. 

The plaintiff sued the defendants in the civil 
Court for ejectment upon the allegation that 
whatever the defendants might once have been 
they wore now in wrongful possession of the 
land as trespassers. The plaintiff further 
claimed as an alternative relief that if it be 
found that the defendants were holding ns ten¬ 
ants, a declaration might be given to that effect. 

}lcld\ that the suit was maintainable in civil 
Court and that the civil Court had jurisdiction 
to give a declaration as to the existence or 
non-existence of tenancy but not as to the class 
of tenancy. [P 339 C 1] 

S. M. Siilai77in7i— ioY Appellant. 

Parmeslurar Doyal —for Respondents. 

Judgment. — This appeal raises a 
question of jurisdiction d ©pending mainly 
on tho pleadings of the parties. The 
plaintiff alleges that ho is the proprietor 
of certain land and that the defendants 
were in possession of the same as culti¬ 
vators, but never liad any proprietary 
right therein. In tiio course of certain 
settlement proceedings tho plaintiff tried 
to get an enhanced rent determined as 
payable by the defendants, and the de¬ 
fendants defeated bis claim before the 
settlement Court by pleading that they 
were in possession as proprietors. The 
plaintiff alleges that, whatever the de¬ 
fendants may once have boon, they are 
now in wrongful possession of this land 
as trespassers. On this allegation ho 
sues in the civil Court for their eject¬ 
ment. At the sumo time lie claims an 
alternative relief; he says that, if it he 
found that the defendants are holding 
as tenants of the land in suit, tho Court 
may make a declaration to that effect. 


I think the suit is maintainable. It 
has been thrown out by both the Courta 
below, the lower appellate Court rely, 
ing on the decision of Bam Sulch 
Gokul Cliand fl). Another case referred 
to in support; of the decision of the 
Courts below is that of Narain Singh 
Gohind Bam (2). I think it may be con¬ 
ceded at once to the respondents that 
the mere fact that a tenant denies the 
existence of a tenancy and claims title 
in himself does not ipso facto terminate 
the tenancy. If the Court, in going into 
the issues of fact raised by the pleadings 
in this case, were to find that the defen¬ 
dants at one time held this l&nd as the 
tenants of the plaintiff, it would pro¬ 
bably also find that they did not cease 
to be tenants merely because they set 
up title in themselves. These consider, 
ations however seem to me by no means 
decisive as to the maintainability oil 
the suit. Prima facie the plaintiff isl 
suing to eject trespassers from his land,{ 
which he has a right to do in a civil! 
Court. 

In the alternative, be says that he is a 
person with a proprietary title to the 
land in suit upon which a cloud has- 
been oast by the action of the defen¬ 
dants, and he asks the Court to make 
that title clear. Prima facie such a suit 
is maintainable under S. 42, Speoifie 
Relief Act. The question is whether 
this suit is barred by the provisions of 
S. 167, Agra Tenancy Act (Local Act 2: 
of 1901). As was rightly laid down in 
the case on which the lower appellate 
Court has relied, so long as the provi¬ 
sions of the Tenancy Act are available 
to give a plaintiff the relief sought by 
him the suit must be filed in the revenue 
Court, and the jurisdiction of the civil 
Court cannot he invoked to determine 
any dispute or matter in respect of which 
a suit or application under the Tenancy 
Act, might be brought or made. With 
regard to the first relief sought, the 
suggestion for the respondents is that 
the plaintiff might obtain appropriate 
relief by moving the revenue Court to 
eject tho defendants as tenants, and with 
regard to both the reliefs sought, it is 
suggested that the plaintiff could obtain 
appropriate relief by suing for a declara¬ 
tion under S. 95, Cls. (b) and (o) of th& 
same Act. 

“ (i7uy98rin~AU. )43=(is9s) A. w. NTaiaT* 

('2) [1911] 33 All. 523=9 I, C. 1099. 
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It; is clea,r from the written statement 
put in by the defendants in this case 
that any such suit on the part of the 
plaintiff in the revenue Court would be 
resisted by the defendants on the allega¬ 
tion that they were in proprietary pos¬ 
session of the land in suit. The question 
whether there is or is not tenancy in 
existence between the parties calls for 
determination in some Court or other. 
Strictly speaking, on the pleadings as 
they stand in the case now before me, 
the existence of a tenancy is denied by 
both parties. The plaintiff says that, 
whatever they may once have been, the 
defendants are now mere trepassers. The 
defendants say that they are in posses¬ 
sion as rightful owners. It is conceiv¬ 
able that the Court, after trying out the 
issues of fact, and examining the evi¬ 
dence produced by both parties, might 
come to the conclusion that the plain¬ 
tiff s allegations as to the determination 
of the tenancy were based upon an 
error of law and that, as a matter of 
fact, the defendants were in possession 
as tenants. If so, I think, the plaintiff 
is entitled to a declaration. The case 
is not covered by S. 95, Cl. (b), Tenancy 
Act, which refers back to S. 6 of the 
same Act in which the different classes 
of tenants are specified. In any decla¬ 
ration which the Court may make it 
should certainly be careful not to tres¬ 
pass on the jurisdiction of the revenue 
Court by declaring the class of tenancy 
but I tbiuk it is competent to give a 
declaration as to the existence or non¬ 
existence of a tenancy in accordance 
with the definition of a tenant in Cl. (5), 
S. 4, Tenancy Act. There is plenty of 
case law on the side of the plaintiff. I 
may refer to the case of Ziiheda Bibi v. 
Sheo Chdran f3) and Chauharja Singh v. 
Sarahjit (4). See also on the question 
of a declaration the case of Eaijadam v. 
Moti Begam (5), decided on 20th June 
1907. 

For these reasons I set aside the deci- 
of the Courts below dismissing the suit 
and remand the case through the lower 
appellate Court to the Court of first in- 
stance for trial on the merits. Costs of 
this appeal will be costs in the cause. 

\IR.K. Appeal decreed, Case remanded. 


(3) 1 

1900] 

1 22 All. 83=(1899) A. W. N. 189. 

(4) 1 

:i912] 

1 15 I. C. 303. 


(5) [1907] 4 A. L. -T. 253 (Notes), 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Janak Singh —Defendant—Appellant. 

v. 

Walidad Khan and another —Plain- 
tiffs —Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 144 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 14th May 1915, from decree of 
Dist. Judge, Farrukabad, D/- 3rd Novem¬ 
ber 1913. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908), Arts. 62, 97 
and 116 —Suit for recovery of purchase 
money by purchaser whose name mutated 
but who never came in possession and whose 
vendees's title was disproved—Sale deed sti' 
pulating for return of money on dispossession 
by real owner is governed by either Art. 62 
or Art. 97 but not by Art. 116. 

The plaintiSs purchased certain property on 
17th November 1905 and got mutation of names 
effected in their favour on 7th February 1906. 
The sale deed contained a recital that the ven¬ 
dor had placed the purchasers in possession 
and if the purchasers were disturbed or dis¬ 
possessed by any person proving himself to be 
entitled to the property, they would be entitled 
to recover from the vendor the price paid by 
them for the property. But the purchasers did 
not obtain possession m fact of the property. 
In 1907, certain persons brought a suit against 
the vendor and the purchasers to have the 
sale set aside and obtained a decree which was 
finally upheld by the High Court on 2Sth lluv 
1909. The plaintiffs instituted the present suit 
for the recovery of the purchase money on 
l^rth ••Vpril 1911. 

Held: that the suit was not governed b> 
Art. lie, Sch. 1, Lim. Act, 1908, but was governed 
eieher by Art. 62 or Art. 97 of the Act, and was 
barred by time. [P 340 C 2] 

Guhari Lal—iot Appellant. 

Surendro Nath Sen—for Respondents. 

Judgment.— On 17th November 1905, 
the respondents purchased a share in a 
zamindari village from the appellant. 
The sale-deed contained a recital that 
the vendor had placed the purchasers in 
possession of the property and an under¬ 
taking that the vendor would cause mu¬ 
tation of names to be effected in favour 
of the purchasers. It also contained a 
provision to the effect that if the pur¬ 
chasers were disturbed or dispossessed 
by any person proving himself to be 
entitled to the property they would be 
entitled to recover from the vendor the 
price paid by them for the property. 
Mutation of names appears to have been 
effected in favour of the purchasers on, 
7th February 1906. But it is clear that 
they did not obtain possession in fact of 
the share. In 1907 Mahbub Khan and 
others brought a suit against the vendor 
and the purchasers to have the Bala 
deed set aside and. for a declaration of 
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their title to the property. Their claim 
was decreed in July 1907. The present res¬ 
pondents appealed to the District Court. 
Their appeal was dismissed and they 
filed a second appeal in this Court which 
was dismissed on 28th May 1909. The 
present suit was instituted on 18tb April 
1911. The question for decision in this 
appeal is whether the suit was brought 
within time. The respondents' conten¬ 
tion is that the suit is within time, 
(l) because it is governed by Art. 116, 
Sch. 1, Lim. Act, and (2) because, if 
Art. 97 be held to be applicable, time 
did not begin to run against them until 
their appeal to this Court was dismissed 
in May 1909, less than three years be- 
^fore the present suit was brought. It 
seems to us quite clear that Art. 116 
does not apply to the present suit. That 
iartiole provides for a suit for compen¬ 
sation for the breach of a contract in 
writing registered. The respondents con¬ 
tend that the deed of sale contains a 
contract on the part of the vendor to put 
the purchasers in possession. The- sale 
deed however contains no such contract. 
As already stated it recites as a fact, 
though it was not a fact, that the vendor 
had placed the purchasers in possession. 
The other provision contained in the 
deed, to the effect that the purchasers 
would be entitled to recover the price 
paid by them, in case they were disturbed 
or dispossessed by persons proving them¬ 
selves entitled to the property, does not 
apply because the purchasers nesmr did 
get possession. 

The lower appellate Court seems 
to have been of opinion that the 
purchasers might be regarded as hav¬ 
ing obtained possession of the property 
because mutation of names was effected 
in their favour, It relies upon S. 201, 
Tenancy Act, Local Act 2 of 1901, as 
showing that the respondents, as tlm re¬ 
corded proprietors of the share purchased, 
could have sued for the profits of that 
share in the revenue Court. It does not 
appear however that they over hrouglit 
a suit (or prulits. Tlioy certainly did 
not obtain a decree for profits of the 
share, and as a matter of fact Mahbub 
Khan and others who liad been in pos¬ 
session of the property for many years 
lu'ior to the sale in ijuostion retained 
I'ossossion and wore content to bring a 
suit for declaration of tl\oir title. They 
wore under no necessity to bring a suit 
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for possession. It is therefore quite 
clear that the purchasers never did get 
possession of the share- We are there¬ 
fore of opinion that Art. 116, Sob. 1, 
Lim. Act, does not govern this case. The 
ease appears to ns to be governed either 
by Art. 62 or Art, 97 of the same Sche¬ 
dule. In all probability there was a 
total failure of consideration from the 
very beginning. If so, the suit is barred 
by limitation under Art. 62. But even 
if there was not an initial failure of 
oonsideration, the consideration must 
have failed very soon afterwards, cer¬ 
tainly more than three years before the 
present suit was brought. More than 
three years before the suit the respon¬ 
dents failed to get possession of the 
property and were sued by Mahbub 
Khan and others, who had been in pos¬ 
session for many years. In our opinion 
whether Art. 62 or Art. 97 applies, the 
suit is barred by limitation. The pur¬ 
chase was clearly a speoulative pur¬ 
chase of property for the purpose of 
endeavouring to oust persons who had 
been in possession of the property for 
many years. We allow this appeal, set 
aside the decrees of the Courts below and 
and dismiss the suit of the respondents 
with costs in all three Courts. Costs 
in this Court will include fees on the 
higher scale. 

V.B./.R.K. Appeal decreed, 

A I R 1915 Allahabad 340 

Kicuakds, C. J. and Rapique, J. 

liar Xiiriin and —Defendants— 

Appellants. 

V. 

Bishamhh'i r Nath and others —Plain¬ 
tiffs—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 283 of 1913, Decided 
on 29th November 1915, from decree of 
8ui)-.Tu'lgo. Agra. 1>/- 2lth June 1913. 

Hindu Law—Partition — Step-mother en¬ 
titled to share equal to son under Mitakshare. 

Aooordinj: lo th-.' Mitak-^b.ira School of Hiudu 
law A step-molher is entitled to a share equal 
to that of a soil upon pariiliou. [1* 341 C-1] 

Bt'iunh' Bch.iri — for Appellants. 

Sluim Km'tiij Dar — for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal is connected 
with First Appeal No. 355 of 1914. It is 
a suit for partition brought by Bisham- 
bhar N ith and Mt. Chivaunji against 
liar Naraiji and his son Amba Prasad. 
Rishambhav Nith is the brother of Hat 
N-irain. Mr. Chiraunii is the mother of 
Bishambhvir N\th and step-mother of 
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Har Narain. The only point which 
arises in the appeal is the share to which 
Mt, Chiraunji is entitled upon partition. 
The defendants contend that she is only 
entitled to a share out of the shave alloted 
on partition to her son. On the other 
hand, the plaintiffs contend that the pro¬ 
perty must be divided into three parts, one 
part should be allotted to Bishambhar 
Nath, one part to Mt. Chiraunji and a 
third part to Har Narain. The Court 
below has acceded to the contention of the 
plaintiffs. The defendants have appealed. 
Reliance was placed on the case, Heman- 
gini Dasi v. Kedar Nath Kundu Chow- 
dhrp (l). This no doubt would be an 
authority in the appellants’ favour if the 
present was a case governed by the 
Benares School of law (i. e. Mitak- 
shara), but it is quite clear that the 
ease cited was one under the Bengal 
School of law, namely, the Dayahbaga. 
This appears from the judgment in the 
case of Chowdhury Thakur Prashad 
Shalii V. Mt. Bhagbati Koer (2). On the 
other hand, there are several authorities 
in favour of the plaintiff which refer to the 
Mitakshara School of law; see Davioodicr 
Missir v. Senabjctty Misrain (3), Damodar- 
das Maneklal v. Uttamram Maneklal (4). 
The same point was expressly decided by 
this Court in the case of Mathura Prasad 
V. Deeka (5). In our opinion, the view 
taken by the Court below was correct 
and should be affirmed. We dismiss the 
appeal with costs including'in this Court 
fees on the higher scale. 

v.B./r k . _ Appeal dismissed, 

(1) [1889] 16 Cal. 753=16 I. A. 115=5 Sar. 

374 (P. 0.) 

(2) [1905] 10. L. 1.142. 

(3) [1882] 8 Cal. 637=10 C. L. R. 401. 

(4) [1893] 17 Bom. 271. 

(5{ [1890] A. W. N. 124. 
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Knox, J. 

Satnarain Dube — Plaintiff — Appel¬ 
lant. 

V. 

Narain Bargah and others —Defen¬ 
dants—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No, 1261 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 16th July 1915, from decree 

of Addl. Sub-Judge, Gorakhpur. 

Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 77 —Copy of 
dakhalnama is admitcible. 

A dakhalnama is a document forming record 
of the act of public officer and therefore its copy 
is admissible in evidence without proof- 25 
J. C. 529, Foil. [P 341 C 2] 


Iswar Saran — for Appellant. 

Sunder Lai and S. M. 'Mir —for fies. 
pondonts. 

Judgment. —As the lower appellate 
Court observed, the chief point to be 
decided is whether 'the plaintiff has 
proved ^delivery of possession in his 
favour. In support of the fact that he 
had received delivery of such possession 
he produced a duly certified copy of a 
dakhalnama. That copy was admitted 
and by order of the Court of first in¬ 
stance placed upon the record. After¬ 
wards it was .returned, but no reason 
appears upon the document as to why it 
should have been returned. The lower 
appellate Court held that the copy of 
the dakhalnama was not admissible in 
evidence without proof of due execution. 
It accordingly refused to consider it. It 
further held that if it were admissible 

iri evidanca the plaintiff had not suc¬ 
ceeded in proving delivery of possession 
in his favour. The reason why it so held 
is that the dakhalnama contained only 
an admission of the plaintiff and no per¬ 
son is allowed to prove his own admis¬ 
sion. As the plaintiff had not in the 
opinion of the lower appellate Court 
succeeded in proving that delivery of 
possession was made in bis favour on 
5th March 1909 it dismissed the appeal 
with costs. 

The pUintiff comes here in appeal and 
takes the plea that the dakhalnama is 
admissible in evidence and proves the 
plaintiff’s allegation. In support of this 
contention reliance is placed upon the 
case of Muhammad Nasir v. Bam Karan 
Singh (l). In this case my brother 
Rafique held that as the dakhalnama is 
a public document, its copy is admissible 
in evidence without proof. I also am of 
the same opinion . The dakhalnama is 
a document forming record of the act of 
a public officer (executive), viz., the 
amin of the Court and that being so, a 
copy is admissible in evidence. As the 
lower appellate Court has decided the 
appeal on a preliminary point, I reverse 
the decree upon this point. I direct 
that the appeal be returned to that 
Court with instructions to place it upon 
its file of pending appeals and to deter¬ 
mine it according to Uw. The Court 
will receive in 8 vid 0 n '..0 the copy of the 
dakhalnama quantun^ valebat. This 
will not prevent the lower appellate 

”"(1) A. 1. [1914] All. 4c5=25 I. 0. 52'9. 


1915 


342 Allahabad Lachmi Narain v. Ram Sarup (Tudball, J.) 


Gotfrii from exercising the discretion 
given it under O. 41, R. 27. Costs will 
abide the event. 

v.B./k.k. Appeal allowed. 
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TudbaIiL, J. 

Lachmi Narain —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. 

Bam Samp and another -" Defendants 
—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1143 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 17th June 1915, from decree of 

Addl. Sub-Judge, Bareilly. 

Easements Act (5 of 1882), S. 33—Division 
of water route by servient owner is not ob¬ 
struction. 

The right of a dominant owner to pass his 
water across the servient' owner's land is not 
interfered . with if the servient owner diverts 
the direction of the route of water on his own 
land. [P 342 C 2] 

Girdharilal Agarwala — iox Appellant. 

Sarendro Nath Sen —for Respondents. 

Judgment.—This is a plaintiff’s ap¬ 
peal which arises out of a suit brought 
by him in an attempt to maintain bis 
right of easement. The map filed with 
the plaint will explain the case. The 
plaintiff's case was that there was a 
hole in the wall between his compound 
and the compound of the defendants, 
that through this hole the rain water 
which fell in his compound and also 
the rain water which came from the 
roof of the house of one Muhammad 
Raza Khan daily and also the dirty 
water used in iiis house used to How 
through the mohri A on to the de¬ 
fendants’ land and thence to the public 
drain which runs in front of defendants' 
house, that this easement bad been in 
existence for many many years and 
that shortly before the suit the defen¬ 
dants had blocked up the hole with 
stones and bricks and thus prevented 
the How both of the daily water, and 
the rain water. The defendants denied 
that they had blocked up this hole in the 
wall or tliat J.hoy had blocked up any 
drain. They admitted that the plaintiff 
had a right to drain off all rain water 
from his compound through this hole 
across the defendants’ land to the 
public drain. This right they did not 
for an instant contest; but they oontea- 
tod the plaintiff's right to semi his dirty 
‘ domostic" water through that hole on 
to thoir land. This they said had never 


come through the mohri A. According 
to the written statement of the defen¬ 
dants the drain is still in existence now 
as it used to be. But it will be remem¬ 
bered that it was the plaintiff’s case that 
the drain ran straight from mohri A in a 
straight line across the compound of the 
defendants and so on to the public drain. 
The presiding officer of the Court below 
apparently inspected the locality. He 
found that the drain did not run straight 
across the compound and that where, ac¬ 
cording to the plaintiff, the old drain 
used to run across the compound the de¬ 
fendants had built a cowshed and that the 
drain had now taken a cirouitous route 
instead of a direct route across the com¬ 
pound. 

The Court below held that there 
was no doubt whatsoever that the plain¬ 
tiff had passed not only the rain water 
from the house but also dirty water after 
domestic use through this drain and had 
done so regularly. It refused to accept 
the evidence of the defendants' witnesses 
which was to the opposite effect. But it 
came to a curious conclusion. It held 
that because some eight or ten years ago 
the defendants had built their cowshed 
and had diverted the course of the drain 
across their oompoundi this was an ob¬ 
struction to the exercise by the plaintiff 
of his right and that as this ooourrad 
more than two years before the suit the 
plaintiff failed to show that he had ex¬ 
ercised his right peaceably and without 
obstruction up to a date within two years 
of the suit. As to the rain water the 
plaintiff’s case was decreed, as to the 
passage of soiled water the plaintiff's 
cUim was dismissed. The plaintiff 
comes here on second appeal. The point 
taken is that the more diversion of the 
drain across the defendants' land is not 
an obstruction to the exercise, by the 
plaintiff, of the right which he claims. 
The right which the plaintiff claims is' 
clearly right to pass his water, both 
soiled and rain water, through the mohri 
A across the defendants’ land to the pub¬ 
lic drain. The fact that the defendants 
diverted the direction of the old route 
taken by the water in former days and 
now pass it by another route does not in 
my opinion, constitute an obstruction to 
the exorcise of the plaintiff’s right at all. 
The plaintiff’s right to flow water, both 
dirty and rain water through the mohti 
A on to the defendants' land was not ob- 
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atruoted by the drain being diverted. It 
was immaterial to the plaintiff whether 
the defendants built the drain all round 
their compound or in a zigzag course so 
long as his right to pass water through 
the drain was not interfered with. Be¬ 
cause the defendants have slightly al. 
tered the course of the drain it is impos- 
-sible to say that the plaintiff’s right has 
in any way been interfered with. The 
•obstruction of which the plaintiff com¬ 
plained was an obstruction created with- 
in a period of six months before suit by 
the blocking up of the mohri A with 
bricks and stones. This the defendants 
-totally denied having done. They do 
not claim a right to do so. The plain¬ 
tiff claimed an injunction against the de¬ 
fendants ordering them to remove all 
■obstructions from the mohri A and to 
leave it open and clear, so that both rain 
water and daily waste water might flow 
through it without hindrance and for¬ 
bidding them ever to block it again and 
that a perpetual injunction might be 
issued against them restraining them 
from ever closing the aforesaid mohri 
and preventing the flow of daily waste 
water there through. The plaintiff’s 
claim in regard to rain water has been 
•decreed. He is equally entitled to a de¬ 
cree in respect of the daily waste water. 

I therefore order that, in addition to the 
decree already passed in his favour he 
will have a decree declaring him entitled 
•to pass-his daily waste water through the 
mohri A on to the defendants’ land and 
a perpetual injunction as against the de¬ 
fendants restraining them from blocking 
Tip the mohri A or in any way obstruc- 
ing the plaintiff in passing his rain water 
as well as daily waste water through 
'that mohri across the defendants’ land 
to tbe public drain. The plaintiff will 
diave his costs in all Courts. 

y.B./n.K. Appeal allowed, 
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Richards. G. J. and Banerji, J. 

Mukha and ttiioi/ter—Plaintiffs— Ap¬ 
pellants. 

V. 

Qahza and others — Defendants—Res¬ 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1177 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 12th November 1915, from deci¬ 
sion of Addl. Disb, Judge, Saharanpur, 
J>l • 6th June 1914. 


Hindu Law — Succession — Grandfather’s 
daughter’s daughter’s son is bandhu. 

A grandfather’s daughter’s daughter’s son'is a 
bandhu ex parte paterna. [P 343 G 2] 

C. G. Billon and Baviodar Das for 

Appellants. 

Nehal Ghand —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit which was brought to realize the 
amount of a mortgage, dated 7th Feb¬ 
ruary 1910. The mortgage was made by 
one Mt. Thakuri, the widow of Pat Ram. 
The defendants to the suit were Qabza, 
Dalla, Rasalu and Mb. Parsanni. Mb. 
Parsanni and Rasalu were pro forma de¬ 
fendants, vendors of the defendants 
Qabza and Dalla. The defence was that 
there was no legal necessity. The plaintiffs 
replied that there was legallnecessity and 
that even if there was no legal necessity, 
the defendants claiming^under Rasalu had 
no locus standi to contest the.legality of 
the mortgage, in that Rasalu had no right 
of inheritance to the estate of Pat Ram, 
the husband of Mt. Thakuri. The Court 
below has decreed the suit in part. It 
has held that there was legal necessity 
to the extent of Rs. 498-8-0, principal 
and interest. Two appeals have been 
preferred. The plaintiffs have appealed 
in regard to so much of their suit as was 
dismissed, whilst tbe defendant Qabza 
contends that legal necessity for no part 
of the mortgage money was proved. 

We shall first deal with the question 
of necessity. The evidence consisted of 
the proof that there had been a previous 
debt incurred by Mt. Tbakuri, but there 
is no evidence to show that there was 
any necessity for the incurring of this 
previous debt. In our opinion under 
these circumstances legal necessity was 
nob proved. 

The second question, namely .whether 
the defendants had any locus standi to 
contest the validity of the mortgage de¬ 
pends upon whether or not ‘Rasalu was a 
reversioner or otherwise entitled to suc- 
coeed to the property. Rasalu according' 
to the findings of the Court below was 
the daughter’s daughter’s son of the 
grandfather of Pat Ram. According to 
Sarbadhikary’s Tagore Law Lectures for 
1882, p. 701, a grandfather’s daughter’s 
daughter’s son is a bandhu ex parte pa¬ 
terna, and we^think that he is bandhu. 
Under these circumstances, the defendant 
Qabza is entitled to contest the validity 
of the mortgage. 
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It waa ooutended that Qabza who 
claimed under Hasalu could not contest 


the validity of the mortgage on one other 
ground, namely, that Rasalu took a sale- 
deed from Mt. Thakuri of a portion of 
the estate of Pat Ram and therefore was 
estopped from denying that she was not 
entitled to all Pat Ram's estate. We do 
not agree with this contention. The pro¬ 
perty purchased by Rasalu from Mt. 
Thakuri w-as not the same as is now in 
disfjute. Under these circumstances, it 
seems to us that the appeal fails and 
must be dismissed. We accordingly dis¬ 
miss the appeal with costs, including in 
this Court fees on the higher scale. 

V.B./r.K. A2)peal di$7?ii{iscd. 
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Baner.h and Rafique, JJ. 

Gaiifja Pramd Defendant—Ap. 

pellant. 

V. 

Ramanand (7/>-Plaintiff -- Respon- 

dent. 

Second Apiieal No. 700 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 27th July 1915, from decision of 

Sub.Judge, Ghazipur, D/- 10th Februarv 
1914. ^ 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), 0.7, R, lO-Re-pre- 

Bontation after return of plaint is continua¬ 
tion of <uit~ Re presentation after limitation 
does not bar suit. 

A plaint whiclj had been presented within 
lime was returned to bo rc-presented to the pro¬ 
per Court. It was re-prcseuled in accordance 
with the order of the Court but after the liini- 
laiion for the oriplnal suit liad expired. 

Ilcl:! : tljat tlie ro-prcsentalion was a con- 
linuanco of thesmtand therefore tho suit was 
*utbarteJbv limitation. [1’311 Cl] 

J/. L. Jf/ur/ra/fl—for Appellant. 

Lal'shmi Naroi/an and 5. P. Ghose — 
for Respondent. 

Judgment -The first ,oint raised in 
tliis and the connected Appeal No. 707 
of 1914 is that the suit was barred by 
limitation. Jt appears that tho j)laint 
was presented within time, hut the Court 
of lust instance ordered it to ho returned 
and then it was re-p-iesonted in accord- 
anco with tho decision of tho Court, 
whicii was anirined by tho appellate 
C ourt. In our oiiinicn tho re-presonta- 
tion of Uio plaint was a conlinuanoo of 
iho suit and thoroloio no <iiiestion of 
limitation arises. Upon tho morits of 
the case the findings of tho Court below 
are conclusive against the ai>pellant. The 
lower apiollato Court sa>sinit 3 ]ud<^. 

1- 1 1 1 . * Jo 


191 $ 

‘the oral evidence dees not satisfactorily prove' 
that the money borrowed was really spent on 
the repairs, or thtit the repairs wore quite neces-' 
sary for the preservation of the mutt building.*'* 

This is a finding of faot which must- 
be accepted in second appeal. The result 
is that the appeal fails and is dismissed 
with costs, including fees on the higher: 
scale. 

v.B /e.k. Appeal dismissed,. 

I 
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Richards, C. J and Rafique, J. 

Kalyan Siiigh and others — Decree- 
holders—Appellants 

V. 

Jagan Prasad — Judgment-debtor * 
Respondent. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 15 of 1915». 
Decided cn 19th June 1915, from deci¬ 
sion of Chamier, J., reported in A. 

1915 AIL 105. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908). S. 11 (4)-S. 11 (4) it:; 
not applicable to execution proceedings. 

Tho provisions of tho Code of Civil Procedure- 
as to res judicata are not expressly made appli¬ 
cable to execution proceedings. 

If it is ever considered expedient to make all* 
the provisions of S. 11, of tho Code applicable to 
exocutioD prcceediugs, it should be done by the 
legislature, not by the Judges. 

If a judgineut debtor does not take exception 
to the amount set forth as beiug due in an ap¬ 
plication for execution, ho is not prevented by 
tho rulo of res judicata from ever afterwards • 
raising the question. [P 345 01,2]. 

Ihirga Charatt Banerji —.for Appel¬ 
lants. 

Kailas Nath Katju —for Respondent. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
an application for execution. The origi¬ 
nal decree was for Rs. 20,200 with pro¬ 
portionate costs and future interest at 6 
per cent per annum. It is now admitted 
that under the terms of the decree the 
decree-holder was only entitled to in¬ 
terest on the principal sum and not upon 
the costs. From time to time the decree- 
holder applied for execution. In tho 
account of what he alleged to be due to 
him he included interest not only on tho 
decretal amount but also on the costs. 
At last tho situation was as follows : 
If tUo docieo-holder was not to get in¬ 
terest on his costs the decree was more 
than satisfied. If on the other hand, he 
was to got interest upon his costs therej 
would still remain something due to. 
him. The solo question which has to bel 
decided iu tlie appeal is whether or notl 
the judgment debtor having neglected to! 
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take exception to the inclusion in the 
account of interest on cost, he is now 
prevented from saying that the decree is 
satisfied. The principle which the decree- 
holder seeks to set up is that of res judi¬ 
cata. The law of res judicata appears in 
S. 11, Civil P. C. It provides that; 

“no Court shall try any suit or issue in which 
the matter directly and substantially in issue 
has been directly and substantially in issue in 
a former suit between the same parties, or bet¬ 
ween parties under whom they or any of them 
claim, litigating under the same title, in a Court 
competent to try such subsequent suit or the 
suit in which such issue has been subsequently 
raised, and has been heard and finally decided 
by such Court.” 

Explanation 4 provides that; 

“any matter which might and ought to have 
been made a ground of defence or attack in 
such former suit shall be deemed to have been 
a matter directly and substantially in issue in 
such suit.” 

It seems quite clear that the provi¬ 
sions of the Code as to res judicata are 
not expressly made applicable to execu¬ 
tion proceedings. It is said however 
that there are numerous authorities in 
which the principle of res judicata has 
been applied to execution proceedings. 
No authority has been shosvn to us where 
it has been decided that if a judgment- 
debtor does not take exception to the 
amount set forth as being due in an 
application for execution, be is prevented 
by the rule of res judicata from ever 
afterwards raising the question. To hold 
that he was, would not only be applying 
the rule of res judicata in a way not 
provided for by the Code but would be 
also seriously extending the authorities 
cited. In the present case the question 
as to how far the decree remained un¬ 
satisfied was never raised or decided. 
It is only by calling to his aid Expl. 4 
that the decree-holder can contend that 
the question has already been decided. 
The judgment-debtor had very little 
reason for taking exception to the earlier 
applications for execution. A large sum 
was then due on the decree and he knew 
that his property must be attached and 
sold in order to realize what was beyond 
question due. The judgment-debtor could 
not well take exception to the applica¬ 
tion for execution without employing a 
pleader and incurring expense. When 
the decree was practically satisfied, the 
question as to how much (if any) re- 
mained due for the first time became 
really important. If it is considered ex¬ 
pedient (we do not say it is) to make all 


the provisions of S. 11 of the Code appli¬ 
cable to execution proceedings, it should 
be done by the legislature and not by 
the Judges. We think that the view 
taken by tbe learned Judge of this Court- 
was correct and ought to be affirmed. . 
We dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Y.B./r.z. . Appeal dismissed. 
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Knox, J. 

Kidha Singh —Appellant. 

V. 

jEynperor—Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 750 of 1915, De¬ 
cided on 10th November 1915, from 
order of Addl. Sess. Judge, Moradabad. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), Ss. 195 and 
476-Aii that is required is proof of prima 
facie case. , 

All that a Court granting sanction to prose¬ 
cute under Ss. 195 and 476, Criminal P. C., for 
offences made punishable thereby, has to see is 
that a prima facie case has been made out upon 
the evidence before it for inquiring further into 
the question whether any of the offences 
punishable as sot out in S, 195, has or has not 
been made out. [P 345 C 2) 

C. Dillon —for Appellant. 

Judgment. —This is an appeal against 
an order of the Additional Sessions 
Judge of Moradabad, whereby he has 
granted sanction for the prosecution of 
one Kidha Singh under S. 193 or S. 465/ 
114, I. P. C. With reference to the 
prosecution, the learned Judge has in his 
judgment said : 

“ In this case alternative charges under 
S. 193,1. P.C.,.and S. 465/114, I. P. C., may 
have to be framed. If the receipt was really 
written the same day as he sold the bullock, it 
was not written on 9th December, the date it 
bears. Signing the receipt was fabricating false 
evidence or forgery.” 

The ground on which I am asked to 
interfere in appeal with this order of 
sanction is: 

“ because the evidence given by the appellants 
on behalf of Jahana was inconclusive, and even 
if believed, was insufficient to secure bis 
acquittal. It would be impossible to prove that 
their statements were demonstrably false, 
and there would, in consequence, be no convic'' 
tion.” 

I was referred in the course of the 
argument to what was said regarding 
this evidence by the Court before which 
the evidence was given. It appears that 
Jahaca was on his trial for murder. He 
set up an alibi and in support of the 
alibi he secured the attendance amongst 
other persons of Kidha Singh. The alibi 
was to the effect that on the day in 
question, Kidha Singh along with Jahana 
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was at a place called Phioa and that be 
r there purchased a bullock. The murder 
was committed at Dayalwala. The two 
places are far apart, and the argument is 
. on the one side that Jabana could not 
have been on the day in question at 
Phina and then snbsequently at Dayal* 
wala. The argument on the other side 
is that it was possible even on the evi¬ 
dence, for Jjrhana to have caught a train 
and by means of that train to have ar¬ 
rived at Dayalwala just in time to com- 
mit the murder. Regarding this evi¬ 
dence, the learned Judge says : 

Tbe sale of the bullock was not registered 
or reported at the thana and the receipt may 
well have been written long after 9th December. 
Even if Jahana ever did buy a bullock from 
Kidha Singh which I very much doubt there is 
no guarantee that the witnesses have not rolled 
up an old transaction that took place months 
ago and merely changed the dates. It is ad¬ 
mitted that bullocks of the kind that Jabana 
says bo wanted, cm bo got in many places in 
the district very much less remote than Phina. 
and it does not seem likely that Jabana and 
his friend would have wandered all over the 
district for a week and spent a lot of money in 
tonga and railway fares in order to buy a Rs. 65 
bullock. In face of the overwhelming evidence 
on the other side to prove that Jabana was at 
Dayalwala on 9tli December, I am quite unable 
to attach the slightest weight to this alibi and 
the evidence called to support it.*’ 

The argument addressed to me is that 
sanction ought not to be granted wiien 
the evidence before the Court granting 
the sanction is such that the probable 
result will be acquittal. Scandal is 
caused if a prosecution of this nature 
results in acquittal. These arguments 
are based upon certain cases of the 
Calcutta High Court, namely, U(im Pro- 
sad Malta, v. Eaghubar Malla (l) and 
Jadanandan SingJiv. Emperor (*3). With 
all duo respect to the learned Judges who 
arrived at tliat conclusion, I find mysolf 
unable to agree with it. I cannot find 
eitlier in S. l9o, Criminal P. C., or in 
S. 47G of the same Code any plirase 
which would lead to this result. Read¬ 
ing the two sections together and having 
regard to para, (-1) in S. lOo and the 
'words in S. 470, Criminal P. C., 

“ when iiuy criminal Court is of opinion that 
Ihoto is ground for impiiring into an dlTonco 
referred to in 1*^5, such Court after making 
such preliminary inquiry as may bo necessary, 
may send the case for intpiirv or trial to the 
nearest Magistrate of the First Chss;” 

In my opinion, all that a Court granting 
sanction has to see is that a prima facia 

‘ (1) U'JOufM? Cal. 1^31 1. 0. G. 

(2) [190'J] 37 Cal. *250=4 I. C. 0. 


case has been made out upon the evi¬ 
dence before it for inquiring further into 
the qeestion whether or no any of the 
offences punishable as set out in S. 195, 
Criminal P. G., has or has not been made 
out. That question is still under inquiry. 

It is open to both sides to produce fur- 
ther evidence in support of or against it. 
In the present case, I do not pronounce 
any opinion on the value of the evidence 
which is on the record. I can quite see 
that the prosecution may be able to 
prove for instance that the train which 
left that day left at such a time and 
hour as to render it impossible for 
Jabana to have arrived at Dayalwala 
at the time mentioned. That by no 
means limits the possibility of what the 
prosecution may be able to put forward. 

It often happens that in this country 
oases are started for the first time and 
without any warning to the prosecution 
of the nature of the evidence which the 
defence is about to put forward. Seve¬ 
ral oases by the late Straight, J., when 
he first came to this Court show how 
struck he was with this matter. Again 
the defence may be well able to show 
that Jabana left Phina at such a time 
as to enable him to reach Dayalwala 
before the murder was committed. All 
this is to be inquired into. When we 
have one learned Judge stating the re¬ 
sult of his view that the evidence for 
the alibi is not entitled to the slightest 
weight and whoa we have another Judge 
coming to the same conclusion, it does 
seem to me that there is ample ground 
for inquiry, or to put it in another way 
that a prima facie case has been made 
out against Kidha Singh. I do not wish 
it to be understood that I think a case 
has been made out which must neces¬ 
sarily lead to conviction. Far from that. 
Rut a cloud of suspicion has been raised 
and it will bo in the interest of justice 
if it were dispersed and the truth ar¬ 
rived at as far as possible. For these 
reasons, I am unable to allow this ap¬ 
peal and I dismiss it. 

v.R./rv.K. Appf*a! dismisse<i. 
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Richards, 0. J., and Piggott, J. 

Kauleshar Prasad Misra —Defendant 
—Appellant. 

V. 

Abadi Bibi —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 829 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 30bh June 1915, from decree of 
Dist Judge, Ghazipur. 

(a) Transfer of»Property Act (4 of 1882), 
S. 54—Payment of consideration contingent 
on delivery of possession—Deed was sale 
deed within S. 54. 

In a sale-deed there was a stipulation that 
the price should be paid within one 3 'ear pro¬ 
vided that possession was obtained within that 
time, that if possession was not so obtained, 
then the payment or the price should be post¬ 
poned, aud further that in the event of the 
vendee not getting the property the price should 
not be paid at all. 

that the deed was a sale-deed within 
the meaning of S. 54, T, P. Act. [P 347 C 2] 

(b) Contract Act (9 of 1872), S. 23—Agree¬ 
ment of payment of consideration contin¬ 
gent on certain event is not opposed to public 
policy. 

There is nothing contrary to public policy in 
providing that the payment of the considera¬ 
tion should be postponed in certain events and 
that it should not be paid at all in tbe event 
of the proparly being lost. [P 347 C 2] 

M. L. Agarwala, Gidzari Lai and 
Haribans Sakai —for Appellant. 

Abdul Baoof, Taj Bahadur Sapru and 
S, M. Sulaiman—iot Respondent. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the plaintiff for pos¬ 
session of a bungalow and compound. 
The plaintiff’s title is as follows: The 
property they say belonged to one Ali 
Ahmad, who died in March 1910, leav¬ 
ing certain heirs who are'the defendants 
of the fourth party. They made a deed 
in her (plaintiff’s) favour on 4th July 
1913, The defendants’ title on the other 
hand is as follows: Ali Ahmad, they 
allege, executed a saledeed in the year 
1889, in favour of Mt. Idan. Mt.'Idan 
died in 1912, leaving as her heir the 
defendant of the third party, Ramzan, 
and Ramzan by a sale deed, dated 30th 
June 1913, sold the property to the ap- 
plant, Psndit Kauleshar Prasad Misra. 
Both the Courts below have decreed the 
plaintiff’s claim. Both Courts have 
found that the sale deed of 1889 was a 
fictitious sale deed under which no pos¬ 
session passed or was intended to pass; 
that Mt. Idan was the mistress of Ali 
Ahmad; that Ali Ahmad continued to 
be the owner and in possession of the 
property notwithstanding the sale deed. 


which we in second appeal are bound 
to accept. 

The appellant however contends that 
there is a flaw in the plaintiff’s title. 
In the sale deed of 4th July 1913, there 
is a stipulation that the price should be 
paid within one year provided that pos¬ 
session is obtained within that time, 
that if possession was not obtained, then 
the payment of the price should be post¬ 
poned, and further that in the event of 
the vendee not getting the property, the 
price should not be paid at all. It is 
contended that the consideration for this 
contract is opposed to public policy, 
being a gambling transaction. It is 
further contended that there being a 
condition attached to the payment of 
the consideration, the transaction is not 
a sale within the definition of that ex¬ 
pression contained in S. 54, T. P. Act. 
In our opinion there is nothing contrary 
to public policy in providing that bhei 
payment of the consideration should be 
postponed in certain events and that it' 
should not be paid at all in the eventj 
of tbe property being lost. It certainly: 
was not a gambling transaction. S. 54' 
defines a “ sale ” as 

“ a transfer of ownership in exchange ior a 
price paid or promised, or part paid and part 
promised.” 

In our judgment the stipulations in 
the present deed did not prevent the 
transaction amounting to a “sale “ with¬ 
in the definition. 

It is next contended that Ramzan, the 
appellant’s vendor, was the ostensible 
owner of the property in suit with the 
consent, express or implied, of the real 
owners, and that the appellant took all 
reasonable care'to ascertain that Ramzan 
had power to make the transfer in his 
favour. Tbe Courts below have found 
that Ramzan was not the ostensible 
owner with tbe consent, express or im¬ 
plied, of the real owners, and they have 
further found that under the circum¬ 
stances of the present case the appellant 
did not take reasonable care to ascertain 
the title of his vendor. In our opinion 
these are questions of fact upon which 
we must accept in second appeal the 
findings of tbe Courts below. 

The result is that the appeal fails and 
is dismissed with costs. 

V.B./r.k. Appeal diwiissed. 
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Richards, C. J. and Tddball, J. 

Mam Nath —Defendant—Appellant. 

V. 

■Narain and another — Plaintiff — De¬ 
fendants—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 459 of 1913, De¬ 
cided on 19th May 1916, from decree of 
Diet. Judge, Jhansi, D/- 29th January 
1913. 

(a) Bundelkand Land Alienation Act (2 of 
1903), Ss. 3 and 14—Pre-emptor recorded at 
usufructuary mortgagee when tale not tanc* 
tioned—Transferors from mortgagors can re* 
deem. 

Certain property situate in Bundelkhand was 
sold. The defendant brought a pre-emption 
suit and obtained a decree, but the sale Nvaa not 
sanctioned by the Collector as required by Act 2 
of 1903 and the name of the pre-emptor was re¬ 
corded as a usufructuary mortgagee for 20 years 
under S. 14 of the Act. The mortgagors then 
sold the property to the plaintiff who sued to 
redeem it from the defendant who was in pos¬ 
session as a mortgagee. 

Jfcl'l: that, the plaintiff was entitled to re- 
dcei?i the property. [P 348 0 2] 

(b) Bundelkhand Land Alienation Act (2 of 
1903), S. 3 —S. 3 applies to all permanent 
alienations. 

Section 3, Bundelkhand Land Alienation Act, 
applies to all “permanent alienations" even 
though the alienation is brought about by the 
exercise of a right of pre-emption. [P 348 C 2] 

(c) Bundelkhand Land Alienation Act (2 of 
1903) —Policy of is to prevent non-agricul¬ 
turists acquiring property 

'I'bo policy of the Bundelkhand Laud Aliena- 
titn Act-is to prevent persons, who are not 
members of an agricultural tribe, acquiring 
property. [P 348 C 2] 

Ilaribans SoJidi—(or Appellant. 

Tej Ba/ifulur —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit to redeem a mortgage, dated 18th 
February 1892. Ram Nath, the appel¬ 
lant, is one of the original mortgagees, 
lie contends tliat the plaintiff has no 
right to maintain the suit. It appears 
that after the date of the mortgage the 
mortgagors sold their equity of redemp- 
tion to one Jagan Nath Ahir. Ram Nath 
Kayastba (to whom wo shall hereafter 
refer as ' the pro emptor") brought a suit 
for pre-emption against Jagan Nath Ahir 
and obtained a decree which became final. 
Wlien Ihim Nath, the pre-emptor, ap¬ 
plied to h ivo hi^ name recorded the Col- 
lecror under tl;o provisions of Act 2 of 
19(1;; niade an order in November 1910 
refusing to sanction the permanent ali¬ 
enation in favour of tho.pro-omptor. Ry 
a later order he pointed out that all that 
lie could do u>r the pre-emptor was to 
make him a usufructuary mortgagee for 
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20 years under the provisions of S. 14 of 
the Act. But seeing that there was al¬ 
ready a usufruotuary mortgagee in pos¬ 
session, he pointed out that the only way 
in which the pre-emptor could got posses¬ 
sion would be by redeeming the mortgage 
of 18th February 1892. On 29th Janu¬ 
ary 1912 the representatives of the ori¬ 
ginal mortgagors sold the property to 
the plaintiff. The plaintiff then insti¬ 
tuted the present suit, which was met by 
the defence, that the vendors of the plain¬ 
tiff had no interest left of which they 
could make a transfer. It seems to ua 
that this contention is not sound. The* 
result of the pre-emption suit was that^ 
Jagan Nath Ahir ceased to have any in¬ 
terest in the property. The pre-emptor 
was substituted for him and the latter 
under the Collector’s order was only a 
mortgagee. The consequence was that 
the ultimate right of redemption ra- 
mained in the representatives of the orU 
ginal mortgagor. This right they ware 
entitled to transfer to the plaintiff. 

It is contended that having regard to* 
the terms of the Collector’s order the 
only person who could redeem the mort¬ 
gage was Ram Nath, the pre-emptor. No 
doubt Ram Nath was given a right of 
redemption, but that did not and could 
not take away the ultimate right of re¬ 
demption which must have been left as 
we think in the representatives of the 
original mortgagors. The mortgage of 
the appellant is a mortgage which can 
be redeemed at any time. It is quite 
unnecessary for us in the present case 
to decide whether or not Ram Nath, the 
pre-emptor, could have insisted upon re¬ 
maining in possession for the whole of 
the 20 years even if the representatives 
of the mortgagors were ready to redeem 
it, nor is it necessary for us to express 
any c^inion as to the effect of the con¬ 
sent which appears to have been given 
in open Court by the pre-emptor to the 
redemption of the property by the plains 
tiffs. 

It is lastly contended that 9. 3 does; 
not apply to alienations by pre-emption. 
^Vo think that the section applies to all! 
“pormanant alienations" oven though thel 
alienation is brought about by the exer-j 
ciso of a right of pre-emption. The po-j 
lioy of the Act is to prevent persons whoi 
wore not members of an agricultural! 
tribe acquiring property. This would 
apply just as much to a person who will 
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^acquiring a permanent title by pre-emp¬ 
tion as by voluntary alienations. We 
■dismiss the appeal with costs including 
in this Court fees on the higher scale. 

V.B./e.k. Appeal dismissed, 
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Banerjee, J. 

Kiswar Ali Khan and another —De¬ 
cree-holders—Appellants. 

V. 

Mt. Salimunnissa —Judgment-debtor— 
Respondent. 

Execution Second Appeal No. 70 of 
1915, Decided on Ist November 1915, 
from decision of Dist. Judge, Shahjaban- 
pur, D/- 21st November 1914. 

Bengal, Agra and Assam Civil Courts Act 
(12 of 1887), S. 21—Appeal on execution 
proceedings of suit above Rs. 5,000 though 
decreed less lies to High Court. 

Where an original suit out of which an exe¬ 
cution proceeding had arisen was valued at 
over Es. 6,000, but was decreed for less than 
that amount, an appeal from an order in the 
execution proceedings would nevertheless lie to 
the High Court. [P 349 C 1 ] 

S. M, Suleman —for Appellants. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru — lor Respondent. 

Judgment. The objection raised in 
this appeal is that no appeal lay to the 
Court below and that that Court had no 
jurisdiction to entertain the appeal pre¬ 
sented to it. It appears that the ori¬ 
ginal suit was valued at a sum exceeding 
Rs. 5,000. The claim was decreed in 
part and the decree provided that mesne 
profits should be determined in execution 
of the decree. An application was made 
to the Court of first instance for execu¬ 
tion of the decree and for determination 
of the amount of mesne profits. The 
amount awarded by the Court of first 
instance was a sum of Rs. 448-4-6. The 
judgment debtor appealed to the District 
Judge and that Court reduced the amount 
awarded by the Court of first instance. 
It is clear, in view of the provisions of 
S. 21, Act 12 of 1887, that no appeal lay 
to the District Judge. The value of the 
original suit exceeded Rs. 5,000, and the 
proceeding in which the order complained 
of was made, was a proceeding arising 
out of that suit. Therefore as the value 
of the suit exceeded Rs. 5,000, the appeal 
lay to the High Court. I accordingly 
allow the appeal, set aside the decree of 
the Court below and .direct that the 
memorandum of appeal be returned to 
the respondent for presentation to the 
proper Court. As the objection now 


raised was not put forward in the Court 
below, I make no order as to the costs of 
this appeal. I direct that the record be 
not returned to the Court below for three 
weeks so that the memorandum of appeal 
may be promptly taken back and an 
appeal presented to this Court, if so 
advised. 

V.B./r.K. Appeal allowed. 
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Richards, G. J. and Piggott, J. 

Ram Nath Tewari —Decree-holder— 
Appellant. 

v. 

Chatterpalman Tewari — Judgment- 
debtor — Respondent. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 37 of 1915, 
Decided on 2Qd July 1915, from de¬ 
cision of Cbamier, J,, reported in 
A. I. E. 1915 All. 122. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908), S. 6—S. 6 ap¬ 
plies to limitation provided by the Act—it 
dose not apply to Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), 
S. 48. 

As S, G, Lim. Act, applies only to c.ises dO:-^lL 
with by the statute itself; it does not exempt 
a minor from the provisions of S. 49, Civil 
P. C. [P 350 C 1] 

Sai'at Chandra Chaudhri and Z-s’?t‘<7r 
Saran —for Appellant. 

Girdhari Lai Acjarwala —for Respon¬ 
dent. 

Judgment.— This is an execution ap¬ 
peal. It appears that a decree was ob¬ 
tained by minors on 22ad May 1901. 
There were several applications for exe¬ 
cution leading up to one on 6tb February 
1912 which was dismissed on 3rcl De- 
camber 1912. The present application 
for execution was made on 27th May 
1913. It thus appears that the last ap¬ 
plication for execution was more than 
twelve years from the date cf the decree. 
The judgment-debtors resisted execution 
relying on S. 48, Civil P. C. This sec¬ 
tion provides that 

“where an application to execute a decree, 
not being a decree granting an iujiuictiou, has 
been made, no order for the execution of the 
same decree shall be made upon auy fre?b ap¬ 
plication ‘presented after the expiration of 
twelve years'* 

from the various dates specified in the 
section. It is admitted that had the 
decree-holders been persons of full age, 
the present application would be clearly 
barred. It is however conteudod that 
being minors they are still entitled to 
execute the decree. The first Court al¬ 
lowed the objection of the judgment. 
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debtors. The lower appellate Court re¬ 
versed the Court of first instance. The 
learned Judge of this Court reversed the 
lower appellate Court and restored the 
order of the Court of first instance. 

Section 6, Lira. Act 9 of 1908, pro¬ 
vides as follows : 

“Where a person entitled to institute a suit 
or make ^n application for the execution of 
a decree is, at the time from which the period 
of limitation is to be reckoned, a minor or in¬ 
sane, or an idiot, he may institute the suit or 
make the application within the same period 
after the disability has ceased, as would other¬ 
wise have been allowed from the time prescribed 
therefor in Col. 3, Sch. 1.** 

It is admitted that the provision of 
this section does not help the present 
decree-holders. It might have given 
them a right to execute their decree 
notwithstanding the expiration of the 
three years’ 'limit laid down in Art. 
182, Sob. 1‘ but it does not give them 
any exemption from the provisions of 
,S. 48, Civil P. C. In the case of Moyo 
Saclofiliiv V. Visnji BadJni Nath (l), 
Sergeant, C. J., held, in a case similar to 
the present that, S. 7,of the former Limi¬ 
tation Act (which corresponds to S. 6, 
of the present Limitation Act) only ap¬ 
plied to cases dealt with by the statute 
itself. Tie however goes on to say : 

"rbo question referred to us must bedcciiod 
by Iho general piinciplcs of law as to the dis¬ 
ability of minors, to which the provisions of 
the Civil Procedure Code must, in the absenco 
of anything to the contrary, bo deomod to bo 
Eiibjoct. 'I'lio general principle is that lime docs 
not run against a minor ; and the circumstance 
that ho has been represented by a guardian, 
does not atfect the (jueslion.*’ 

If WO wore to accept Ibis statement 
of the law it would mean that a minor 
party to a suit through bis guardian, 
whether as plaintilY or as defendant, is 
not hound to take any of the steps pro¬ 
vided l)y the Code of Civil Procedure 
within the periods therein limited. For 
example it would ho open to a minor 
judgment-debtor to reopen by way of 
appeal a (luestion which had been finally 
decided yoirs l>efore. dust in the same 
way if a suit had been decided against a 
minor ho might delay presenting bis ap- 
I'oal for many years. Tlio learned Judge 
of this Court l\!\s referred to the judg- 
iDont of Sir Meredith Plowden in 'llunuiu 
V. Moltiiii Ij:I' (2), and also to the deci¬ 
sion of lu'httla Iiavunui licddi y, Echala 
intlH JBEli (3) In our opinion the 

(IJ ilMl'i.i l(> i:oni. 

{ 2 ) Lls'JiJ liS P. U. ISUJ. 

(3) [l')13J 37 Mail. 18G = 18 1. C. 5SC. 


judgment of tbe learned Judge of tbisi; 
Court was correct and ought to be affirm-E 
ed. We dismiss the appeal with costs. 
v.B./r.K. Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards, C. J., and Piggott, J. 

Kishan Lal —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

v. 

Sultan Singh — Defendant — Respon¬ 
dent, 

Second Appeal No. 974 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 2nd July 1915, from decree of 

Additional Judge, Fatehgarb. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), O. 11. R. 21—Non' 

production of book or documents would 
raise adverse inference but would not entail 
dismissal of suit unless order for discovery 
and inspection is disobeyed. 

Where there is a strong ground for suspecting, 
that a plaintiff is keeping back books and docu* 
ments which bo ought to have produced the 
Court is entitled to draw adverse inference 
against the nlaintiff but it cannot dismiss his 
suit under O. 11, R. 21, unless an order for 
“discovery” or “inspection” has been made 
and disobeyed by him. tP 351 C 11 

Sitrendra Nath Sen—iot Appellant. 
Judgment. —This appeal arises out 
of a suit brought to recover money al¬ 
leged to be due on foot of four different 
mortgages. In the Court of first in¬ 
stance the learned ^lunsit was strongly 
of opinion that tbe plaintiff had in hie 
possession or power certain documents 
which would throw light on the matter 
in dispute. With 'the consent of the 
plaintiff a visit was paid to the latter's- 
house, a number of books were found 
but most of them likely to have a bear¬ 
ing on tho case were not there. 

After examining tho plaintiff the Court 
dismissed tho suit purporting to do so 
under the provisions of 0. 21, R. 21. 
The lower appellate Court confirmed the 
decree of tho Court of first instance. 
On the real merits of the case we do 
not fool much sympathy with the plain¬ 
tiff. There is strong ground for sus¬ 
pecting that he was keeping hack books 
and documents which he ought to have 
produced. Tho question however which 
wo have to decide is whether tho Court 
was entitled under the circumstances 
to dismiss the suit in the way it did. 
0. 11, R. 21, is as follows; 

“Whore miv party fails lv'> comply with any 
order to answer interrogatories, or for discovery 
or insiM)otion of documents he shall if a plain* 
titT, l.o liable to have his suit dismissed for 
want of proseeutiou.” 
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The rule concludes: 

“and the party interrogating or seeking dis¬ 
covery, or inspection may apply to the Court 
for an order to that effect and an order may 
be made accordingly.” 

If we look back to the earlier rules 
of the same order it is quite clear that 
the learned Munsif .and the lower ap- 
liellate Court misapplied the rule. If 
a party wishes to get what is called 
“discovery of documents” from the other 
side, he makes an application under 
E. 12 asking the Court to order the other 
side to make discovery on oath of the 
documents which are or which have 
been in his possession or power relating 
to the matters in question. If the Court 
thinks fit it makes an order for dis¬ 
covery. The party upon whom this 
order of discovery is made is bound to 
comply with the order. The penalty 
for not complying with the order is that 
which is specified in 0. 11, K. 21. Just in 
the same way after a party has ad¬ 
mitted the possession of a document, 
the Court can make an order for in¬ 
spection and if the Court’s order is 
disobeyed the party complaining of the 
disobedience can apply for the enforce¬ 
ment of the order according to the 
provisions of 0. 11, R. 21. In the pres¬ 
ent case there was no order for “dis¬ 
covery” or “inspection.” We may point 
out to the Court below that if it was of 
opinion that the party was keeping back 
documents the Court is entitled to draw 
adverse inferences against the party 
withholding or keeping back documents. 
In our opinion the Court was not en¬ 
titled to dismiss the suit under the 
provisions of 0. 11, R. 21. We ac¬ 
cordingly allow the appeal, set aside 
the decrees of both the Courts below, 
and remand the case to the Court of 
first instance through the lower appel¬ 
late Court with directions to restore 
the case under its original number in 
the file and to proceed to hear and to 
determine the same according to law. 
As we think that the appeals were en¬ 
tirely due to the conduct of the plain¬ 
tiff we make no order as to costs. 

V.B./R.K. Appeal allowed. 
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Richards, G. J. 

Ram Nath Texvari —Judgment-debtor ‘ 
—Appellant. 

v. 

Mt. Genda — Decree-holder—Respon- • 
dent. 

Execution Second Appeal No. 732 of 
1915, Decided on 4th November 1915, 
from decision of Dist. Judge, Benares, D/- 
8th February 1915. 

Decree—Construction—Conditional decree • 
—Costs assessed on assumption of plaintiff 
performing conditions—Conditi ons not p6r* 
formed—Decree for costs not executable. 

A decree was passed in the following terms : 

‘‘It will be established and declared that the 
sale-deed executed by defendants 2 and 3 jo 
favour of defendant 1, is not binding upon the 
plaintiff ; possession will be delivered to the 
plaintiff by dispossession of defendant 1 on 
condition of paying into Court Hs GO within 
one month ; in case of default, the plaintiff’s 
suit will stand dismissed.” A schedule of costs 
was given -on the assumption that the monev 
would be paid in time. The money was not 
paid within time : 

Hdd : that under the decree as it stood, the 
defendant was -not entitled to execution for 
costs. [P 352 C Ij 

Damodar Das —for Appellant. 

B. E. O'Cojior—ioT Respondent. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises under 
the following circumstances; The judg¬ 
ment.debtor brought a suit claiming a 
declaration that a sale-deed made by 
his mother and a brother's widow was- 
not binding upon him, on the ground 
that it was an*alienation made by Hindu 
widows without legal necessity. The 
Court held that there was legal necessity 
to the extent of Rs. 66 and it accordingly 
decreed the plaintiff's suit, hut subject 
to the condition that he should within 
one month pay into Court the sum of 
Rs. 66. The plaintiff failed to pay the 
money into Court within the month. 
He did however pay it on a subsequent 
date and the Court accepted the money. 
Thereupon, the defendant ^Jt. Genda 
made an application for execution of the 
decree, contending that inasmuch as the 
plaintiff had failed to comply with the 
condition, the plaintiff’s suit stood dis 
missed with costs. The application was 
to recover the costs that would be pay¬ 
able to the defendant in the ordinary 
course upon the plaintiff’s suit being dis¬ 
missed “with costs.” The plaintiff 
raised objections. These objections have 
been disallowed by both the Courts 
below. The plaintiff has appealed. The ■ 
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^decree was drawn np in’the following 
i form : 

**lt will be established and declared that the 
sale*deed executed by defendants 2 and 3 in 
favour of defendant 1, is not binding upon the 
plaintiff ; possession will be delivered to the 
plaiatiff by dispossession of defendant 1 on 
condition of paying into Court Bs. G6 within 
one month ; in case of default the plaintiff’s 
suit will stand dismissed.” 

A schedule of costs follows. The 
schedule shows what the costs of each 
side would be if the condition bad been 
duly fuldlled. In other words, the sche¬ 
dule is based on the assumption that the 
money would be paid in wiihin the time 
specified. It will thus be seen that there 
was no award of costs to the defendant 
in the event of the condition not being 
fulfilled. The decree simply says the 
suit shall “stand dismissed.” It is some¬ 
what unfortunate from the plaintiff’s 
point of view that he should lose the 
benefit of the decree in his favour simply 
by reason of his failure to pay the money 
into Court within the time specified. The 
defendant however is entitled by law to 
the benefit caused by the default of the 
plaintiff. On the other hand, the Court 
executing a decree can only execute the 
'decree as it stands. If the decree was 
'not in conformity with the iudgment, it 
was the duty of the person interested in 
the decree to have it brought into con¬ 
formity. In my opinion, the decision of 
the Court below was not correct and 
ought to he reversed. I hold that the 
defendant is not entitled to -execution 
for costs. The other point in the case is 
connected witli the effect of the omission 
of the plaintiff to pay the Rs. G6 into 
Court within tho time specified, I think 
this is not an ohiection which, properly 
speaking, arose on tho defendant’s appli¬ 
cation to oxecuto tlio decree for costs. 
If tlio plaintiff contends that lie has 
still a decree in his favour notwith- 
citanding tliab ho did nob pay tho money 
in within tho time, lie simuld make an 
application for tho execution of the 
docroo and then tho Court will decide 
tho point. If again, tho idaintiiY con¬ 
siders that ho is still ontitlod to got an 
uxtonsion of timo for piymonb of tlio 
.iionoy into Court and that tho Court has 
]iowor to grant him such oxtonsioii- ho 
should inalvo an application for such ox. 
tension of time aiul tho ipiostioji can ho 
decided. I wish to - say that I am not 
0 cidin.^ 0 c 11 e "10 two last men¬ 


tioned questions. I allow the appeal* 
set aside the decree of both the Courts 
below and remand the case to the Court 
of first instance through the lower ap¬ 
pellate Court with directions to dispose 
of the same, having regard to what I 
have said above. I make no order as to 
the costs of the appeal. 

v.b/r.k. Appeal allowed. 
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Chamier, J. 

Muhammad Asghar Khan —Applicant. 

V. 

Swiperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Eevn. Petn. No. 525 of 1915, 
Decided on 28th July 1915, from order of 
Magistrate, Azamgarh. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 110 (f)—Evi¬ 
dence of general nuisance does not justify 
proceedings under S. 110. 

Where tho cvidonco produced against a person 
amounts to uo more than this that he is a 
nuisaneo to bis neighbours, refuses to pay his 
debts, abuses people who sell goeds to him and 
makes indecent overtures to school boys who 
pass by his shop, it does not justify proceedings 
against him under S. 110, Oiiminal P. C. 

CP 353 C 1] 

Nehal Chand —for Applicant. 

Makolmson —for the Crown. 


Judgment. — This is an application 
for revision of an order of tho District 
Magistrate of Azamgarh dismissing the 
applicant’s appeal against an order of a 
Magistrate of the First Class, requiring 
tho applicant to give security for his 
good behaviour for one year. Tho evi¬ 
dence against the applicant is of a most 
unusual character. There is first the evi-' 

I 

denoo of several hoys who say that the| 
applicant made indecent overtures tO| 
them when they passed his shop on theirj 
way to school. Tlien there is the evi¬ 
dence of some witnesses who say in a 
general way that the applicant is a bad 
character. The third class of evidence 
against tlio applicant consists of the 
statements of trades people and others 
living near him who have had trouble 
with him for one reason or anotlier. The 
oil.seller, for instance, says that the ap. 
plieant bought from him a bottle of oil 
worth one and half anna ami afterwards 
refused to pay for it and abused the 
seller. A butcher says that tho applioantj 
is of a cantankerous nature and insists 
upon having another piece of meat in¬ 
stead of tho piece which is offered to 
him. Tho dav.d says that ho has worked 
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•^for the applicant, but got only abused 
when ho asked for his wages. The milk- 
seller says that the applicant took some 
ijmilk from him without payment. A 
.^neighbour says that he bought some shoes 
from the applicant on approval and 
when he returned the shoes the applicant 
-abused him. 

The evidence of the third class, i. e., 
of the shop-keepers and neighbours ap. 
pears to me to be totally irrelevant. The 
applicant has bean required to give secu¬ 
rity under S. 110, Criminal P. G., CL (f), 
i. e., he is said to be so desperate and 
dangerous as to render his being at large 
without security hazardous to the com¬ 
munity. The third class of evidence 
^mentioned by me at best shows no more 
than that the applicant is a very trouble¬ 
some person and a man who declines to 
pay his debts and abuses people who sell 
Igoods to him. Such evidence does not 
bring the apolioant within Cl. (f). S. 110, 
jOriminal P. 0. The general evidence of 
bad character may be disregarded. It 
amounts to no more than that the appli¬ 
cant is a nuisance to his neighbours. I 
have no doubt that the real reason why 
proceedings were taken against this man 
is that several boys complain that ha had 
made indecent overtures to them. Their 
complaint was made to the schoolmaster 
who passed it on to the tahsildar and the 
police. In my opinion if che evidence is 
proved it does not justify proceedings 
against the applicant under S, 110, Cri¬ 
minal P, 0. I allow this application and 
■set aside the order requiring the appli¬ 
cant to give security, 

V.B./r.K. Order set aside, 

A, I. R, 1915 Allahabad 353 

Richards, G. J. and Rafique, J. 

Bharat Itidu and oi/ters-Plaintiffs*- 
Appellants. 

V. 

Muhatnviad Mahbub ^ Ali K.han and 
auother Defendants—Respondents. 

Pirst Appeal No. 33 of 1913, Decided 
on 11th November 1915, from decision of 

Sub-Judge, Bareilly, D/- 16th September 
1912. 

B^nami Test of benami is source of const* 
-deration. 

Where a property is alleged to have baoQ pur- 
ohacei by one miu ia the name of aooiber the 
qaesliou of ownership must depend upon the 
answer to the q'lestion with whoso money was 
the property purchased: 3 Af. [. A. 229 (PC) 
and A. I, R. 1915 P. C. 96, i?e/. [P 354 G 1] 

1915 A/45 & 46 


Sunder Lai —for Appellants. 

B. E. O'Gonor —for Respondents. 

Richards, C. J. —The suit out of 
which this appeal arises was the out¬ 
come of another suit which was brought 
as far back as the year 1896. This last- 
mentioned suit was a suit to realise the 
amount of a mortgage by 'sale of mort¬ 
gaged property including the property 
now in dispute. On 26th March 1896 a 
decree was passed in favour of one Rai 
Bahadur Bibu Durga Prasad for the 
sum of Rs. 85,665. The present plain¬ 
tiffs are the sons of the said Baba 
Durga Prasad. In execution of the above- 
mentioned decree the property (the sub¬ 
ject matter of the present suit) was put 
up for sale and purchased in the names 
of Mt. Bigga Begam and a man named 
Ahsan Ali. The sale took place on 
20th July 1893, and the sale certiGoate 
is dated 12bh August 1899 On 20th 
December 1899 Ahsan Ali executed a 
deed in which he admitted that the 
entire purchase-money of the property 
mentionsd in the plaint in the present 
suit, as also the purchase.money of an 
indigo factory which was sold at tho 
same time, was altogether provided by the 
Mussatnat and that ha “had not and never 
had” any interest in the property sold, 
Mb. Bigga Begam was the wife of one 
Hakim Muhammad Wilayab Ali Khan, 
the person against whom the mortgage- 
decree was passed. The said Ahsan Ali 
wasanephevv of the said Wilayab Ali 
Khan. It may be noted here that in the 
deed to which I have just leferred, 
Ahsan Ali Khan does nob purport to 
relinquish any rights. The statement in 
the deed is that be “has not and never 
had any right or interest.” The pur¬ 
chase-money of this property now in dis¬ 
pute was Ks. 10,075 The price of tho 
indigo factory was Rs. 1,810. The mort¬ 
gaged property having proved insuffi. 

cibnt to satisfy the mortgage.decree a 
further decree was obtained under 
S. 90, T P. Act on Ist December 1906, 
The result of this last-mentioned decree 
was that the decree-holder was entitled 
to realize the balance still remaining due 
on foot of the decree from any other pro¬ 
perty which belonged to the judgment- 
debtor. Various applications were made 
foroxecution, with theresult that a large 
c.-dditional sum was realized. Finally 
after the deith of Mb. Bigga Begam 
the decree holders attempted to attach 
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the property now in dispute. In the 
first place they alleged that the pro¬ 
perty had been inherited by Wilayat Ali 
Khan, from his widow Bigga Begam. 
The application to sell this property was 
refused. The result was the institution 
of the present suit. The plaintiffs’ claim 
now is that the property was all along 
the property of Wilayat Ali Khan ; 
in the alternative they contend that 
even if the property belonged to the 
Musammat it was inherited by Wilayat 
Ali^ Khan and is therefore, liable to 
satisfy the balance of the decree still 
remaining due. The defence is that the 
property was purchased by the Musam¬ 
mat with her own money and that prior 
to her death she disposed of the same 
by will that her hairs accepted the will 
and that Wilayat Ali Khan never had 
any interest in tlie property from the 
date of its sale in 1893. I may here 
point out tiiat even if the purchase in 

1898 was really a purchase by Wilayat 
Ali Khan in the names of his wife and 
nephew, it ceased to be liable to the 
mortgage. The property can now only 

ho sold by virtue of the personal decree 
under S. 90. 

The question for decision is whother 
tho property belonged to Wilayat Ali 
Khan or his wife Bigga Begam. This 
qousbion, it seems to mo, must depend 
'upon the answer to another question, 
namely with whoso money was tlio 
property purchased; see Dhunn D.m 
Pan Jc-ij V. Shiuna Soondri Dehiah (l) 
and the recent case of llilas Kimwar v. 
Desru) lianjit Sitifflt. (2). I may mention 
here that while there was nothing to 
jirevent Wilayat AH Khan making his 
wile a present of the property there is 
no evidence that ho did so and this is 
not the 0.190 for the defendants. Their 
case is that the money belonged to tlio 

lady. On 18th July_1898 Hakim Muham- 

mad Wilayat Ali Khan mortgaged cer¬ 
tain^ property to secure the sum of 
iis. fclio mortgage being in favour 
of (lobardhan Has. According to tlie 
registration ondorsomont Us. 5,000 was 
paid in cash and a rukka for Rs. 800 
was returned. The consideration ai> 
pears to have boon Rs. 5.015 and the 

W. K. 
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disoh.arg 0 of the rukka for Rs. 800 
principal and Rs. 155 interest. On 19th 
July 1898 Hakim Muhammad Wilayat 
made another mortgage to secure Rupees 
6,000. This was made in favour of 
Gauri Sahai, father of the mortgagee in 
the other mortgage. The plaintiffs con* 
tend that the raising of this sum of 
Rs. 11,000 odd in cash two days before 
the property in dispute was put up for 
sale is very significant and strong evi¬ 
dence that Wilayat Ali Khan was raising 
the money to buy in the property that 
was being sold on foot of the mortgage- 
decree. It seems to me that there is 
great force in this contention, unless the 
defendants can satisfactorily show that 
the money was raised for some other 
purpose. No books or documentary evi- ■ 
donee are produced to show to what pur- 
pose this Rs. 11,000 odd was applied. ‘ 
But a witness of the name of Jaffer Khan 
is produced, who says that he used to 
have dealings with Wilayat Ali Khan 
who borrowed from him on one occasion 
Rs. 4,900 under a note of hand, that 
"God knows what difficulty he had to 
encounter in making Wilayat Ali Khan 
pay up the Rs. 4,900,” that Wilayat Ali 
Khan about 14 years ago borrowed money 
from Gauri Sahai and his sons and paid 
him. 

In cross-examination he had to admit 
that the money which he advanced to 
Wilayat Ali Khan was not entered in his 
accounts. He admits that there are 
other entries relating to his business 
transactions with Wilayat Ali Khan in 
his account books. lie says that this 
sum was not entered because the amount 
had been advanced from bis house and 
not from Ins shop. I absolutely disbe¬ 
lieve tliis witness. It seems to me most 
improbable that Wilayat Ali Khan when 
ho must have wanted money and when 
his property was being sold, would have 
paid off the debt of .laffer Khan even if 
such debt existed. Jaffer Khan had not 
even a docroo against him. I think how¬ 
ever one lias only to road the evidence 
of Jailer Khan to come to the conclusion 
tliat there was no debt at all. In my 
opinion tlio purpose to which the money 
borrowed in 1898 by Wilayat Ali Khan 
was applied would appear from entries 
in his aooount books if tliey were pro¬ 
duced. 

The next point to consider is the pro¬ 
bability of Bigga Begam being possessed 
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of money to make the purchase. Ahsan 
Ali •v^hose name was joined with herself 
in the purchase says that the whole 
amount belonged to the lady, that she 
gave him Es. 14,000 one day before the 
auction sale, that he went there to make 
the purchase on behalf of Bigga Begam. 
He states that before the purchase she 
and he were partners in a sugar factory 
and that the purchase was made in pur¬ 
suance of an agreement between Bigga 
Begam and him that they should pur¬ 
chase the village share and share alike 
and that he w'ould pay his share of the 
price in two or four years out of the in¬ 
come accruing from the sugar factory. In 
cross-examination he had to admit that 
he had no accounts of the profits and 
loss of the sugar factory. He made some 
vague statements that the Musammat 
had considerable means. He said that 
the father-in-law of Bigga Begam (that 
is, the father of Wilayat Ali Khan) used 
to allow her Its. 200 or Es. 250 per 
mensem and that after his death Wilayat 
Ali Khan made her a similar allowance. 
He admitted that the father of the lady 
had no zamindari, nor had the lady. He 
admitted that Wilayat Husain was the 
own brother of Bigga Begam and that the 
profit of his business (whatever it was) 
was not even assessable with income-tax. 
His sons were cultivators and pliel three 
or four ekkas on hire. It seems to me 
from a perusal of this witness’ evidence 
that the father of Bigga Begam was a 
man of no property and that he was 
unable to give money to his son and still 
less to his daughter Bigga Begam. Fur¬ 
thermore, I think that if the lady really 
had property and was in a position to 
produce Es. 14.000 in a lump sum the 
day before the auction sale, accounts 
would be forthcoming. The case for 
the plaintiffs may be summed up as 
follows ; 

(1) The sale was admittedly fictitious 
to this extent that Ahsan Ali was joined 
in the purchase and he admitted by a 
deed that be never had any interest 
whatever therein. 

(2) That the borrowing of the Rupees 
12,000 two days before the sale unex¬ 
plained proves that the money was the 
money of Wilayat Ali Khan. 

(3) That not only is it not shown that 
the money belonged to the Musammat, 
but the evidence shows that she was a 
woman of no private means. 


The defendants, on the other hand, 
contend that the onus of showing that 
the money belonged to Wilayat Ali Khan 
lay on the plaintiffs and that they have 
not discharged the onus. It apears that 
after the death of the Mussamt Wilayat 
Ali Khan and the other heirs accepted in 
writing an alleged will made by the Mus¬ 
samt in favour of Hakim Mahbub Ali, 
Khan Mr. O'Ccnor on behalf of the res¬ 
pondents strongly relied on this fact. He 
contends that Wilayat Ali Khan by ac- 
cepting the will admitted that the pro¬ 
perty belonged to his wife. I think the 
force of this ‘argument entirely depends 
on the state of Wilayat Ali Khan’s finan¬ 
cial position at the time he made the so- 
called admission. If he was in financial 
difficulties, it might be much more to his 
interest to allow the property to come to 
his nephew than to claim it for himself. 
Furthermore, it appears that these ad¬ 
missions were made after the decree- 
holders had made a move to make this 
very property available for the satisfac- 
tio.T of tl:e balance due on foot of the 
decree. An injunction had issued at the 
instance of the decree-holders restrain¬ 
ing Wilayat Ali from dealing with the 
property. 

Mr. O’Conor further relied on the fact 
that the decree-holders had never chal¬ 
lenged the title of Mt. Bigga Begam bet¬ 
ween the years 189S and 1908. He con¬ 
tends that this fact shows that the decree- 

holders themselves considered that the 
property really was the property of the 
Musammat, otherwise they would have 
attached it _ long ago. I am not much 
impressed with this argument. Vp to the 
year 190G when the decre e under S. 90 was 
obtained, only the mortgaged property 
could be made available for the satis¬ 
faction of the mortgage-decree and it 
was of no consetiuonce whether the lU'o- 
perty belonged to the luishand or wife. 

It was only when the mortgage security 
was exhausted that the decree under 
S. 90 was or could be obtained. It is an 
admitted fact that after the decree under 
S. 90 was obtained in the year 1900, the 
decree-holders succeeded in realizin'^ a 
very largo sum out ofproierty admit¬ 
tedly belonging to Wilayat Ali Khan 
other than the mortgaged prepertv. It 
is therefore net surprising that no move 
was made against this prop'ortv until 
tno year 1903 or 1909. The learned Sub- 
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Judge decided in favour of the defendants. 

Hu says in bis judgment: 

*‘It was argued on behall of the plainliHs that 
Bigga Begam was not rich enough to pay for the 
property. But from the evidence of Muhammad 
Ahsan, Hamid Ali Khan and Ashraf Ali Khan, 
witnesses examined by the defendants, it appears 
that she was a rich lady These witnesses have 
stated that she was in receipt of a sum of Rs. 200 
a month from her falher*iu-l iw from the date 
of her marriage and from her husband from the 
date of his father’s death. Muhammad Ahsau 
witness has stated that Bigga Begam and he 
were partners in a khandsal concern. The wit* 
uoasoa Gobardhan Das and Ramji Mai could not 
state if Bigga Begam had any money of her own. 
They did not know her father and brothers. 
Ramji Mul no doubt adds that ho infers that 
her father must have been an ordinary man 
from the fact that her nephews ply ckkas now- 
a-dtys. Bat there is no'hing oxtr lordin .ry 
about a rich mm’s heirs to bo placed in that 
position, but to judge of their predecessor from 
their present state cf wealth is a far fetched con¬ 
clusion. Such being the evidence of the plain¬ 
tiffs’ witnoses, the testimony of the defendant’s 
witnesses on this point must bo believed.'’ 

It soerns to mo that the learned Judge 
has not fully approoiat.od the force of 
the ovidenoo, IIo disholieves perhaps 
with some reason tlie evidence of Gobar¬ 
dhan Das and Ramji Mai that when 
Wilayat .Mi Klian was executing the two 
mortgages for Us. 0,000 each, ho openly 
stated tliat the tnonoy was heins^ raised 
for tho vory purpose of purchasing the 
property. It is suggested that if a eooret 
pur pose was being made for the debtor, 
he would not speak about it. It must he 
romoiubered however that at that time 
Wilayat Ali Ivhan had still a large 
amount of property, tho amount of the 
dooieo had not awollod to the extent it 
subsequently did by tho aooutnulation of 
interest and it may well have been then 
liopod that tho decree would ho dis- 
charged. Rut oven if wo discard tlie oral 
evidence, tho fact still remains that 
Wilayat Ali Khan raised Rs. 11,000 odd 
at the vory time the property was being 
sold and that no satisfactory account is 
given as tc how this money was applied. 
Gn llio contrary the accoiiut that is given 
cannot bo boliovod. Tho loirned Judge 
9 vys; 

"fioiii lhi3 oviilouoo of Muh.unmul .Vhs\n, 
i I aui iq Ali K h ;v u u ud r i f Ali Kit an it :»ppcars 
thittlio MisiinmU wash rich l.idv.” 

I have alretdy dealt with the ovidenoo 
of I^Inlia nmad Ah^an. It is true that 
all those three witnesses make a vague 
statoniont. that the la iy was rich and 
that her fuher was a rich min but it is 
not shown that they had any personal 
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knowledge of these matters, and it ap¬ 
pears from the cross-examination of the 
witnesses that her father was not a rich 
man. There is not a particle of evidence 
that the lady got property from her 
father during his lifetime or at his death. 
The witnesses say that she got an al¬ 
lowance of Rs. 200 a month from her 
father in-law and afterwards from her 
husband, but this allowance would not 
make the lady a “rich ' lady and it is not 
shown how these witnesses came to 
know that she received an allowance 
of Rs. 200 a month. If the lady was a 
rich lady it is certain .that she would 
have had account books. It seems to me 
that the learned Judge has overlooked 
the signiScance of the admitted fact that 
Rs. 11,000 odd was raised on the very 
eve of the sale and that he has come to 
the conclusion that she was a rich wo¬ 
man on evidence not worthy of the name. 

I am quite satisfied on the evidence that 
the money which purchased the property 
belonged to Wilayat Ali Khan and nob 
to his wife. If this view be correct, it is 
quite unnecessary to consider whether 
\Vilayat Ali Khan could ‘assent to the 
will of his wife and so defeat his credi¬ 
tors. I think the Court below had a cet* 
tain amount of sympathy, perhaps nob 
unnatural, with the defendants on the 
ground that the decree-holders have ra- 
lized a very largo sura on foot of their 
decree. We are bound however to throw 
aside any feeling of this kind and to de¬ 
cide tlie case on tho evidence before us. 

1 would allow tho appeal. 

Rafique J. — I concur. 

By the Court.—Tho order of tho Court 
is that tho appeal prevails and is al¬ 
lowed. Tho decree of the lower Court is 
set aside and the claim of tho plaintiffs- 
appollants is decreed, with costs of both 
the Courts including fees in this Court 
on the higher scale. 

v.b./r.k. .Ipptfa/ 
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CUAMIER, J. 

liar Da if a! and auothet —Appellants* 

V. 

D m pc tor — Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 316 of 1915, De¬ 
cided 01 ^ 21st May 1915, from order of 
Asst. ?os9 Judge, Cawnpore. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1398), S. 408, (b)—Oao 
of several accused sentenced to more than 
four years and others to four years Al* 
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though former does not appeal latter's ap* 
peal lies to High Court. 

Where an Assistant Sessions Judge sentonces 
one of the several accused in a case to rigorous 
imprisonment for more than four years and 
others to a term of four years eaob, an appeal 
lies to the High Court, although the accused 
eentenced to the higher term of imprisonment 
does not appeal. [P ii57 G 1] 

Lalit Mchan Banerji —for the Crown. 

Judgment. — The appellants hare 
been convicted by an Assistant Sessions 
Judge of an offence under S. 457, I. P. C., 
and have been senteneed to four years’ 
rigorous imprisonment each. At the 
same trial Ghhote alias Bhawani was 
convicted of the same offence aod sen¬ 
tenced to six years’ rigorous imprison¬ 
ment. Ctihote bas not appealed. The 
two appellants in tbe first instance pre¬ 
sented their appeals to the Court of the 
Sessions Judge of Cawnpore. The officer 
forwarded the appeals to this Court on 
the ground that under R. 408, proviso 
(b), Criminal P. C., none of the con¬ 
victs could appeal to the Court of 
S8>sion. The question has been raised 
in more than one case of this kind, whe¬ 
ther an appeal against a sentence of im¬ 
prisonment not exceeding four years lies 
to the High Court by reason of the fact 
that another person convicted at tbe 
same trial was sentenced to imprison¬ 
ment for a term exceeding four years. 
Both Tudball, J., and Piggott, J., have 
held that in such a case as this all the 
appeals lie to tbe High Court. I am of 
the same opinion. This case is one which 
comes within the terms of proviso (b) to 
S. 408, Criminal P. 0. The fact that the 
person upon whom a sentence of im- 
iprisonment exceeding four years has been 
jinflicted has nob chosen to appeal does 
jQot affect the question. On the merits 

have no doubt that the appellants, Har 
Dayal and Muhammad Husain, were 
rightly convicted. I have examined the 
evidence and I entirely agree with the 
Assistant Sessions Judge and the asses¬ 
sors that the tw'o appellants were among 
the men who broke into the complai¬ 
nant’s bouse on the night in question. 
Their appeals are dismissed. 

V.B./r.k. Appe'Xls dismissed^ 
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Chamier, j. 

D^bi Singh and others —Accused Ap’ 

plicants. 

V. 

jSwiperor—Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn No. 286 of 1915, De¬ 
cided on 19th June 1915, from order of 
Sess. Judge, Etawah. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 423— Appel¬ 
late i-owers are not intended to be used to spr¬ 
ing up new case without notice. 

Tub powers conferred by the t.odc of Criminal 
ProceJure upon a Court of Appeal are not in¬ 
tended to be used in such a way as to spring up 
a new case on the accused without giving him. 
auy notice of the charge which he bas to meet. 

[P 858 C 11 

Wallach —for Applicants. 

Assistant Govt. Advocate — for the 
Crown. 

Judgment. —The four applicants and 
five others W 0 I 0 convicted by a Magis¬ 
trate of the first Class at Etawah on 
what is probably one of the most re¬ 
markable charges ever framed under 
Ss. 147 and 325, I. P. G. The charge 

runs: 

“That you on or about •20th September 1914, at 
BhasiU (or elsewhere) fought Hgainst KaJlu 
Singh or Hulas Siugh (and perhaps others) with 
lathis .and infiicted grievous hurt on the head 
of Kallu Singh.” 

It appears that the police had reported 
as tbe result of an inquiry held under 
S. 202, Criminal P. C., that there had 
been no riot at all but that there 
had been an affray with four men on 
each side. On tbe evidence recorded by 
him the Magistrate came to the conclu¬ 
sion that the facts were that when the 
complainant, Kallu Singh, was passing 
the door of one Mahindar Singh the 
litter challenged him; Kallu Singh niain- 
tained that he had a right to pass that 
way and was set upon and beaten to the 
ground; that Kallu’s brother, Hulas 
Singh, who followed a -hort distance 
behind was also beaten. Both Kallu 
Singh and Hulas Singh said that all nine 
accused persons had joined in the attack. 
The nine men having been convicted by 
the Magistrate appealed to tbe Sessions 
Judge, who disbelieved the witnesses 
examined by tbe Magistrate and sent for 
and examined another batch of witnesses 
and on the strength of their evidence, 
cime to the conclusion that what had 
really happened was that lathis had 
been snatched away from two men 
named Pobpa and Behari, that they 
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aocompanied by Kallu Singh and Hulas 
Singh went to demand the return o£ the 
lathis from the accused, Debi Singh, and 
the two complainants were heaten by 
Dehi Singh, Gambhir Singh and two 
sweepers, SaUtu and Kanhaiya. These 
four are the applicants before me. It is 
impossible to say that the case accepted 
by the Sessions Judge is not covered by 
the charge framed by the Magistrate. 
For that charge would cover any violent 
attach on the complainants made by any 
of the accused at any place whether in 
the village or out of it, but notwith¬ 
standing the charge the case for the pro¬ 
secution must be taken to have been that 
presented by the witnesses examined by 
the Magistrate. Neither the story told 
by those witnesses nor the story told by 
the witnesses called by the Sessions 
Judge appears to be a probable one. It 
is not unlikely that both are false. In 
my opinion the powers conferred by the 
Code of Criminal Procedure upon a Court 
:of Appeal are not intended to be used in 
tlie way in which they were used in the 
present case. A totally new case was 
■sprung up on the accused by the Court 
of Appeal and the accused wore given no 
proper notice of the charge which they 
had to jneet. I set aside the convictions 
of the applicants and the sentences 
passed on them. If they are in custody, 
they must be released. If they are out 
on bail, the bail will bo disoliaigod. 

('oivictiojis srt 
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Tnn!Aj,r„ J. 

hifcIticJiit -S/;/;;/;—PlaintiiV—Appellant. 

V. 

7Av—Defendant. - Uospondont. 

Second Ai>peal No. 12011 of l!U1 De- 
cidod on I7(,b Juno I Old. from dooroe of 
iOstnot Judge. Vllahabad. 

Civ.l 1\ C,,5of HI08I. S. 80-Suit agaiusi 
policf officry for acts done under Criminal 

rocedure Code - Notice is essential — S. 42 

lur rr «Pldy-Police Act (5 of 

''VIktc a Si,,: i. l.roniJU ii^:nnst apolicootti- 
■ I I or iii-ls |,v liiiM in the o\i'roi<e of the 
IK'Uois -raiiUMi i., hi,n In- iho Crimuril IVooa- 

to io. s. U. I‘,.Iioo .\ot not apply, 'Pho 
; I'llllill Iiiusl oUivfr tWo UlOllths’ 

• - as nrovije.’ in MP Civil 1*. C. 

,, , . 

I ('iuri/ J.n! for Appcdlant. 

h^na . 1 /, X,irsi}U! 

■> ' lor Ko^pondont. 


Judgment.—This is a plaintiff's ap¬ 
peal. The plaintiff brought a suit against 
the defendant, Jafar Beg, and others 
with whom we are not concerned in this 
appeal, to recover damages for malicious 
prosecution. His case was that a riot 
occurred and a report was made by cer¬ 
tain complainants in the course of which 
they named one Bachoha Ahir. At the 
instigation of certain persons the defen¬ 
dant, who was the Sub-Inspector, put 
the name of Bachoha Singh in place of 
Bachoha Ahir, proceeded to make an in¬ 
quiry against him, arrested him, and 
sent him for trial in Court where he was 
finally acquitted. The present suit was 
decreed as against one of the other de¬ 
fendants. As against Jafar Beg it was 
dismissed by the Court on first instance on 
the ground that under S. 42, Police Act, 
the suit had not been instituted within 
three months of the unlawful act alleged. 
The plaintiff appealed. The lower appel. 
late Court upheld the decree of tke Court 
of first instance but for a different rea¬ 
son. Notice was given by the plaintiff to 
the defendant on 7th June 1912; the suit ( 
was instituted on 18th July 1912. Apply¬ 
ing S. 80, Civil P, C. the lower Court ■ 
held that the suit must fail as it was 
Itrought before the expiry of two months 
next after notice had been delivered to 
the defendant as set forth in the section. 


Tho plaintiff has come hero in second 
appeal. This urged that under S. 42, 
1‘olioo Act, it was necessary for tho plain¬ 
tiff to give only one month’s notice and 
not two months' notice as laid down in 
8. 80, Civil l\ C. It seems to me that 
tho fallacy in tho argument lies in this, 
that S, 42, Police Act, refers to: 

all actions and prosecutions against any pot* 
son which may lie l.^wtullv brought for anv- 
thing done or intended to be done under the 
provisions of tlio Police Act itself or under the 
general police powers thereby given.” 


The present suit for damages is 
lu'ought against the Sub-Inspeotor for 

* I 1111 in the exorcise of tho 
powers granted to him by the Criminal 
1 loooduro Code. What ho did was no 
thing done under the provisions of thei 
1 olioo Act ortiio gonoral police powers! 
given under the Act. I have been refer¬ 
red to Ss. 23 and 21. Police Ait. 8.23 


merely lays down that it is tho duty of 

every police otVicor, among other things: 

to apprehend, all j'^rsous whom bo is togalW 
authon.od to apprehend, and for whoso appre¬ 
hension sutVieiont grounds exist.” 
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This no doubt lays down what the 
Sub-Inspector’s duty was but this does 
not give him any power to arrest. That 
power he receives under S. 24, Police 
Act. S. 24 simply says that 

it shall be lawful for any police officer to lay 
any information before a Magistrate and to 
apply for a summons, warrant, search warrant, 
or such other legal process as may by law issue 
against any person committing an offence.” 

In the present case the acts of which 
complaint is made were acts of arrest 
and prosecution in the Court of the Ma¬ 
gistrate. Neither of these is an act which 
is contemplated by S. 24, Police Act. The 
special period of limitation which was 
given in S. 42, Police Act, has been re¬ 
pealed by the subsequent Limitation Act 
Act 9 of 1871, Sch. 1. That Act merely 
repealed so much as related to limita¬ 
tion of suits, but it did not alter the 
scope of S. 42 of the Act which clearly 
related to acts done under the provisions 
of that Act itself or the general police 
powers given by that Act. It cannot 
land does not relate to suits or actions 
ibrought in regard to acts done in the 
iesercise of the powers granted by other 
Acts to police officers. In my opinion 
the decision of the lower Court is cor¬ 
rect. S. HO, Civil P. C. applies and the 
suit was instituted before the expiry of 
two months mentioned therein. The 
.appeal therefore fails and is dismissed 
with costs. 

v.p./r.k. Appeal dismisf>ed. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 359 

Bichards, C. J. and Bakerjei:, J. 
Jaioahir Mat and othcrfi —Defendants 
—Appellants. 

v. 

Udai Ham and others — Plaintiffs— 
Bespondents. 

Pirst Appeal No. 109 of 1915, Decided 
on 15th November 1915, from order 
of Sub-Judge, Aligarh, D/- 3rd May 1915. 

Transfer of Properly Act (4 of 1382). 
S. 101—Usufructuary mortgagee purchasing 
property in execution of his simple mort¬ 
gage decree — Mortgagee rights cease to 
exist. 

Where a usafiuctaary mottgagee purchases 
the property in esieeution o£ his own decree ou 
tl:c basis of a simple mortgage, he becomes tho 
rt i.-solute owner ot the property and tho mort- 
L;agee right ceases to exist by virtue of the law 
ct merger. [P 350 C 2] 

’T. L. Agiricala—ioT Appellants. 

P. L. JJanerjee —for Kespondents. 

Judgment. —The question in this and 
■ihe connected appeal is the same and 


arises under the following circumstances: 
One Jugal Kisbore was in possession 
under a usufructuary mortgage dated 
November 1868. He had also a simple 
mortgage on the same property. Jugal 
Kisbore brought a suit on foot of the 
latter mortgage, obtained a decree and 
purchased the property himself. Later 
on the defendants, who held a decree 
against a judgment-creditor of Jugal 
Kisbore attached the decree held by that 
judgment-creditor and in execution there¬ 
of applied for the attachment of the pro¬ 
perty of Jugal Kisbore. It is admitted 
that under these circumstances the de¬ 
fendants were in the same position as if 
they themselves had a decree against 
Jugal Kisbore. There can be no doubt 
that if they had attached “ the interest 
of Jugal Kisbore in the property ” they 
would have a right to sell all the in¬ 
terest Jugal Kisbore had. In other 
words they would have been entitled to 
attach and bring to sale the absolute 
ownership which had become vested in 
Jugal Kisbore. Instead however of at¬ 
taching his interest they attached merely 
what they described as the “ mortgagee 
rights ” of Jugal Kisbore. It was 
“ mortgagee ” rights which were pub up 
to sale and according to tlie sale certi¬ 
ficate it was " mortgagee ” rights that 
were purchased by the defendants. The 
present suit is a suit by the plaintiffs, 
who are heirs of Jugal Kishore, asking 
for possession of the property and in the 
alternative that they should be allowed 
to redeem the mortgage. The Court of 
first instance dismissed the case upon a 
preliminary point. The lower appellate 
Court overruling tliis preliminary ground 
remanded the case for decision on 
the merits. The defendants have ap¬ 
pealed. 

It is contended on their behalf that 
when Jugal Kishore, who was a mort¬ 
gagee under a usufructuary mortgage, 
pub up the property of his mortgagor to 
sale and purchased the property, a mer-l 
ger in law took ])lac 0 and Jugal Kishore: 
became the absolute owner and the' 
mortgagee right ceased to exist Thisj 
no doubt is quite correct, but it does not 
help the defendants who are themselves' 
responsible for only having attached and 
purchased “ mortgagee ” rights. Under 
the circumstances we think that the 
view taken by the Court below on this 
l^oint was correct and accordingly its 
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order of remand muat bo affirmed. We 
dismiss bhe appeal with costs. 

V.bVr.k. Appeal dismissed, 
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Chamieu. J. 

On difference between 
Richards, C. J. and Banerjee, J. 

liisal Singh and anoi/ie/—Appellants. 

V. 

Balwant Singh and* others — Respon¬ 
dents. 

First Appeal No. 1-11 of 1914, Decided 
on 29tii .Uai'cli 1915, from deoision of 
oiib-J iidge, Saba ran pur. 

1308). S. ll-Adoplion 
contested on ground of fact of adoption and 
obeence of permission—First Court held ad¬ 
option proved and dismissed widow a suit on 
ground of csloppel-Evideuce of permission 
was not recorded-Privy Council held adop¬ 
tion and permission proved —Decision held 
binding on reversioner in absence of fraud or 
collusion —Hindu Law, Widow. 

AHindii wido.vsued bor alicKed adopted eon 
for a dejUru on Lh usuo ii.id not adoAod hitu 

1 ^ the adoption 

hn!h"*7 il'id no Authori..> from hor 

tha^n^'r uifltinoo dismissed 

the suit imding that iho deiend.mt had boon 

adopted and tbo widow was estopped from quea- 
tionini; the v Jidity of tbo adoption withoiutrv- 

!T\ “iy*! Court atUrmod the 

llu.\,T‘ Council at^rcod with tho 

lligh Uourt as to tuo faouiin of iidopiion but 
found on a conaidori’ion of the documontarv 
ovid.nco that the authonty to adopt hud been 

sued Uio d /‘"'t a revorsionor 

sued the detondant for pos.s.'ssiou on the same 

erounds as tho widow had sued. 

♦ Chnn 'ur, JJ.) that 

tho |,rov,o„s M,il «.,,s bin,, tho pUo.U 

p'hporlv 

docoo ^l l"‘V' i' ot bu’r 

doco sod busbuid s osioto wos. Ill tho absoucc of 

i»rv bo!'; "“‘“'I' ^Pvorsio- 

»or^ "i [ tho d.'oroo rolatoi to o nmttor 

liersonal to ho.-. {Uich inh. 0 J.. ,li.stouti„n). 

„ ,,, . U’ dOf C l; p 360 C i ] 

lor Ch imu'r, /.—A Court mav refuse lo sum¬ 
mon witnesses or admit evidence. and, when its 

dM.sioa losubscjuohtli relic,I u |io , as oonsli- 
II ! " ; Jhd.o.Ua, tho OoiHl trviiic 

o''hic,].It oaso c innot disr.-aarJ tho deej; 

sio'i becauso ,1 thiaks ll.it tho Cohrt tni.is Iho 

.or A,".';,";;:*... 

-vw„7.. 

li:.™.';.:,;':' ’ ... 
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Richards, C« J. This appeal arisen 
out of a suit in which the plaintiffs- 
claimed property known as the Lan 
dhaura Estate. One Raghnbir Sineb 
was the last owner. He died leaving a 
widow. Rani Dharara Kunwar, who 
gave birth to a posthumous eon named 
Jagat Prakash Singh. This boy died 
shortly after his birth and the Rani nnr- 
ported to adopt a number of boys on& 
after the other, ail of whom died in in 
fancy. Finally she is alleged to have 
adopted the defendant, Balwant Singh- 
The Rani died on 12th November 1912. 
and plaintiff 1 claims to be the rever 

sioner and entitled to the estate on the. 

death of the Rani. Plaintiff 2 is an aa- 
signee of a portion of the estate from 
P aintiff 1 and is probably the financier 
of tho present litigation. 

The allesatioe of tho plaiotiflg is that 
Kagbubir bingh never gave authority to 
his widow to adopt a son. The Court 
be ow has dismissed the plaintiffs* suit 
holding that a previous litigation bet¬ 
ween Rani Dharain Kunwar and Bal¬ 
want Singh operates as res judicata. The 
Court did not receive any evidence on 
the question whether or not plaintiff 1 is 
what he claims to be, namely the rever 
sioner and heir to the property, nor on 
the question whether or not the Rani waa 
authorized by her husband to adopt. The 
sole question which we have to decide in 
the present appeal is whether tho pre¬ 
vious litigation operates as res judicata. 

It seems to me that we are bound to 

deal with the appeal on the assumption 

that the pUintiffs might possibly have 

been able to adduce ovidonoe which 
would satisfy the Court, first, that plain- 
tiU 1 13 the reversioner and second, that 
ifaghubir Singh never authorized his wif» 
to adopt a son. If the Court below was 
correct in holding that tho previous liti- 
gation operated as res judicata, it was 
quite unnecessary to go into the ovidonoe 
on Githor of those two points. If. on the 

other hand, the previous litigation does 

not operate as res judicata thou clearly 
the Court ought to have hoard the evi- 
donco and it is our duty to remand the 
oaso for that purpose. 

There can bo no doubt (whether the 
Riun had tlia authority to adopt or not) 
that a ceremony of adoption was in fact 
gone through in the most public manner 
possibe. Prior to or simultaneouslv 
with the alleged adoption the Rani had 
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obtained an agreement from the father 
of Balwant Singh that notwithstanding 
the adoption she should be allowed to 
remain in possession of the estate during 
he’r life. Immediately after the alleged 
adoption disputes arose between the 
Rani and Balwant Singh; the latter 
wished to repudiate the agreement and 
go into possession of the estate, a course 
of action which was strongly resented by 
the Rani. The result was that she ins 
tituted a suit in the year 1905 alleging 
that she had no power to adopt Balwant 
Singh and that she had not adopted him. 
This was the commencaraent of the liti¬ 
gation which the Court below has found 
to operate as res judicata. 

The Court of first instance (in that suit) 
declined to go into any evidence on the 
Question of the Rani's authority to adopt 
bolding that whether or nob the Rani 
had authority, she was estopped by her 
conduct from denying her authority and 
dismissed the suit. The Rani appealed 
to the High Court. The High Court con¬ 
firmed the decision of the Court below 
and dismissed the plaintiff’s suit. It 
will thus be seen that the Courts in 
India decided the case on a ground en¬ 
tirely personal to the Rani and without 
haying considered or even received the 
evidence on the question as to whether 
or not authority to adopt had been con- 
ferred on the Rani. 

The law of res judicata is set forth in 
Civil P. C. It provides that : 

No Court shall try any suit or issue in 
which the matter directly and substantially in 
188 UO has been directly and substantially in issue 
in a former suit botweeu the same parties^ or bet¬ 
ween parties under whom they or any of them 
claim, litigating under the same title, in a 
^urt competent to try such subsequent suit or 
the suit in which such issue has been subse¬ 
quently raised, and has boon beard and flnallv 
decided by such Court.” 

The plaintiff in the present suit was, 
of course, no party to the previous litiga¬ 
tion, nor does he "clain^ under” the 
Rani. He claims as reversioner or heir 
of the last male owner. No doubt the 
doctrine of res judicata has been extended 
by the Courts to cases in which it can 
fairly be said that the widow represents 
the estate. A common case of this kind 
18 where a widow in possession or enti- 
tied to possession of her husband’s estate 
brings a suit to recover possession of pro¬ 
perty which she claims to belong to that 
estate, against a third party. If that 
litigation is fairly and honestly conducted 


the reversioner is not allowed to re open 
the question after the widow’s death. 
The principle established being, as it 
seems to mo, that in the majority of 
oases the widow can and does represent 
the estate and that in all such cases the 
reversioners are bound. The principle is 
most reasonable and it is to be regretted 
that it is not expressly enacted in the 
Code so as to make the latter complete. 

We have now to see whether in tha 
previous litigation to which I have re¬ 
ferred the Rani can be said to have re¬ 
presented the estate. It seems to me 
that - upto the time of the decree of the 
High Court dismissing the appeal, she 
most coitainly did not represent the 
estate. The Courts did not allow hei 
to^ represent” the estate ; they excluded 
evidence which she should have given if 
she was ‘representing” the estate. The 
case was decided both by the trial Court 
and the High Court on a ground personal 
to the Rani herself. These Courts had 
held that evidence as to authority to 
ad'^pt having been conferred on her was 
immaterial and irrelevant inasmuch as, 
even if the Rani bad no authority, she 
ought not to 1)6 allosved to say so as 
against the defendant, Balwant Singh. 
Tlie issue of the authority of the widow 
to adopt was not "heard or finally 
decided.” On the contrary, the Court, 
declined even to receive evidence on the 
issue. The Rini however W'as not satis¬ 
fied with the decision of the High Court 
and appealed to His Majesty in Council. 
See Bam Dharam v. Kunicar Balwant 
Stngh (l). Their Lordships affirmed the 
Qacree of the High Court and dismissed 
the appeal of the Rani. In the course of 
judgment their Lordships said : 

” Their Lordships, in rcvicwiDg tho facts of 
the case, are of opinion that the question may 
well be decided as ouo of f !ct on the Rani s or. r 
statements withouo recourse to the doctriuooi 
esto.rpol. In their view she v.aa .speaking tho 
truth in Baldeo Singh’s action when she was 
pleiding as to her authority. Their Lordships 
however do not differ fioin the Courts below iii 
the view they have t.akoii as to the applicability 
of tho doctrine of estoppel in this "case. Of 
course the estopped pleaded against the Hani 
must be taken as purely personal. It does no^ 
bind any one who claims by an independent 
title, but, in view of the decision now given, 
that the respondent was, in fict, dulv adopted, 
further litigation on the point may bo taken as 
happily out of the question." 

Notwithstanding that the Rani bad by 
her conduct rendered it extren'oly diffi- 
' U) Uyi2J 34 All. 396=15 j7 
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cult for her to fairly “represent’* the 
estate in her litigation with the defen¬ 
dant, it may perhaps be conceded that 
the finding of their Lordships would have 
operated as res judicata had the evidence 
been admitted and recorded. It seems 
to me however quite clear that had their 
Lordships’ attention been called to the 
fact that the trial Court had declined to 
receive evidence they would never have 
decided the case as a question of fact so 
as to bind the estate without at least 
directing evidence on the issue to be re¬ 
corded and considered. The Rani was 
nob a very truthful person, and in a pre¬ 
vious suit by one Baldeo, claiming to be 
the reversioner and challenging (inter 
alia) the alleged authority to adopt, the 
Court found that Baldeo had failed to 
establish that he was the reversioner and 
that it was therefore unnecessary to 
decide the issue as to authority, but the 
learned Judge gave it as his opinion that it 
was highly improbable tliat any authority 
had been conferred. I mention this fact 
merely as suggesting that no finding on 
the statement of the Rani could be satis¬ 
factory without hearing all material 
evidence that could he produced. 

It seems to me that the judgment of 
tboir Lordships can no more operate as 
res judicata than Mio judgment of the trial 
Court if it bad decided an issue after 


“The only use of authorities, or decided cases 9 
is the eslablishment of some principle which !| 
the Judge can follow out in deciding the case ll 
before him.” 

In Qumn v. Leathern (3), Halsbury, L. ^ 
C. says: 

“Now, before disouasing the case of Allen v. 
Flood (4), and what was decided therein, there 
are two observations of a general character 
which I wish to make, and one is to repeat what 
I have very often said before, that every judg¬ 
ment must be re.)d as applicable to the parti¬ 
cular facts proved, or assumed to be proved, 
since the generality of the expressions which 
may be found there are not intended to be 
expositions of the whole law, but governed*and ■ 
qualified by the particular facts of the casein 
which such expressions are to be found. The 
other is that a case is only an authority (or what 
it actually decides.’’ 

In Kreglinger v. 'New Patagonia 'Meat 
and Cold Storage Co. Ld. (5), Haldane, 

L. G., says: 

“To follow previous authorities, so fat as 
they lay down principles, is essential if the law 
is to be preserved from becoming unsettled and 
vague. In this respect the previous deoisions 
of a Court of co-ordinate jurisdiction are more 
binding in a system of jurisprudence such as 
ours than in systems where the paramount 
authority is that of a Code. But when a pre¬ 
vious case has not laid down any new principle 
but has merely decided that a particular set of 
facts illustrates an existing rule, there are few 
more fertile sources of fullacy than to search 
in it for what is simply resoinbUnco in ciroum* 
st\nco9, and to erect a previons dociston into 
a governing precedent merely on this acoount. 

To look for anything ovcopt the principle esta¬ 
blished or recognised by previous decisions is 


excUuliDg oviclenco relevant thereto. It 
is however contended that in the alisonoo 
of fraud all decrees against a Hindu 
widow l)ind the rovorsionors and certain 
ox])ie3sioD9 of learned Judges of tlie 
Indian Courts and of their Ijordabips of 
the Privy Council are quoted in support 
of the contention. This contention is 
clearly not correct- Their Lordships 
thomsolvos evidently felt tliat if the case 
was decided on a ground personal to the 
Rani the reversioner would not he hound. 


It seems to ino that it is very dangerous 
to place too much reliance on expressions 
of learned Jutiges used in giving jiidg- 
mont in otiior cases whore tlio facts and 
oiroumstancos wore dilTerent. The ex¬ 
pressions relied on one and all occur in 
iudgmonts in cases where the Hindu 
widow could ho said to have fairly '‘re¬ 
presented” not only herself hut also the 


estate. Jossol M. U., in Ila!lrt!\< !:si-Uc 


hi )i\ Kihiti'hhiili v. llahttt (-J). speaking 
of the proper use of authorities, say: 



really to weaken and not to streogthon tho 
importance of precedent.’’ 

It seems to me that the principle 
established or recognised in tho deoisions, 
in which tlia expressions relied on occur, 
is this, namely, that in many suits 
brought l>y or against Hindu widows the 
widow can and does fairly represent not 
only horsoU but the estate, and that the 
doctrine of res judicata should be ap¬ 
plied in all such oases where the Tever- 
sioner seeks to reopen decided questions. 
The reason and justioo for tho principle 
is absent in any case where for any 
oauso tlio widow did not in truth ropra-j 
sent tho estate. In my jndgment, the! 
R ini in her suit could not and did not' 
represent tho Tjandhaura Estate. Tho] 
Courts in India and also their Lordships! 

“ h) tllKU A. C. VJ5=70 J ■'P.'or 7G=^ 
W \V. U. J. r. 708= 

IT T. li. It. 710. 

(1) LlSOSj A. 0. 1=77 L. T. 717=40 W. R. 
i>5A=07 I,. .1. Q. Vk 119=60 J. l\ 795=H 
T. L. K. U5. 

(5) tltUlj A. C, =s3 I.. J.Ch. 79= 
100 i.-. T. S. J. 07=30 T. L. R. 
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of the Privy Council held that she had 
estopped herself from denying her au¬ 
thority to’adopt the defendant. If she 
iperformed a ceremony of adoption with¬ 
out authority it was an act against the 
.estate, yet she was not allowed to prove 
the true facts. As the result of her 
conduct the Courts in India refused to 
ladmit evidence which she tendered to 
show that she could not adopt the defen¬ 
dant. Much as I regret the protrac- 
tion of the present litigation. I think 
that the suit should be remanded to the 
Court below. 

Banerjee, J. —This appeal arises out 
of a suit relating to the Landhaura 
Raj, which is a large estate of 
great value. It has unfortunately 
been the subject of considerable liti¬ 
gation, which commenced so far back 
as the year 1872. The last Raja was 
Raghubir Singh, who died in 1868 leav¬ 
ing a widow, Rani Dharam Kunwar. A 
posthumous son was born to him, who 
died shortly afterwards. The history of 
the estate and of the previous litigation 
relating t6 it is given in the judgment of 
this Court delivered on 10th December 
1903 and it is also set forth in the judg¬ 
ment of the Court below. Rani Dharam 
Kunwar was in possession of the estate 
after her husband’s death till she died on 
12bh November 1912. She made succes¬ 
sive adoptions, the last of wliich is 
alleged to have been made in January 
1899, when she is said to have adopted 
the defendant, Balwant Singh, the boys 
previously adopted having died. Dis¬ 
putes however arose between her and 
Balwant Singh and a suit was brought 
by her on 9th January 190o for a decla¬ 
ration that she had not in fact adopted 
Balwant Singh, that even if she did ad¬ 
opt him she had no authority from her 
husband to do so and that for this and 
other reasons the adoption was invalid. 
The Court of hrsb instance found that 
Balwant Singh had in fact been adopted, 
)jut it was of opinion that Rani Dharam 
Kunwar was estopped from questioning 
the validity of ths adoption and accord¬ 
ingly dismissed .the suit, without trying 
other issues or recording oral evidence in 
regard to them. This decision was 
affirmed by this Court on appeal. The 
judgment of this Court is reported as 
Dharam Kunwar v. Balwant Singh f6). 

(■'0 [190SJ 30 All.""54D=yTAJj..J. 508=11908) A. 

W.N. 231. 
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From this judgment an appeal was pre¬ 
ferred to the Privy Council. Their Lord- 
ships agreed with this Court as to the 
factum of adoption but proceeded to de¬ 
termine the question : 

“whether the Rani had authority from her hus¬ 
band to adopt the defendant.“ 

Upon a consideration of the document¬ 
ary evidence, of which there was a consi¬ 
derable amount on the record, their 
Lordships came to the conclusion that 
authority to adept had been proved. In 

their opinion the question might 
‘ well be decided as one of fact • * * without 
recourse to the doctrine of estoppel.” 

Their Lordships however did not differ 
from the Courts below in the view they 
had taken of that doctrine, but they ob¬ 
served as follows : 

“Of course the estoppel pleaded against the 
Rani must be taken as purely personal. It does 
not biud any one who claims by an independent 
title, but in view of the decision now given, 
that the respondent was, in fact, duly adopted, 
further litigation on the point may be taken as 
happily out of the question.’’ 

It is clear from these observations 
that their Lordships were of opinion that} 
their decision on the question of the vali-l 
dity of the adoption would be binding on' 
reversioners who claimed independently 
of the Rani. 

In spite of this decision of their Lord* 
ships the present suit was brought by 
plaintiff I, with the help ot plaintiff 2, 
w'ho is apparently a speculator 6nancing 
the litigation, for possession of the estate 
on the same grounds as those on which 
Rani Dharam Kunwar had based her 
claim, namely, that Balwant Singh bad 
nob in fact been adopted and that the 
Raui had no authority to adopt. Plain¬ 
tiff 1, Risal SingK, alleges himself to be 
the next reversioner to the estate and he 
has transferred one-half of his alleged 
rights to plaintiff 2, Fateh Chand. The 
title of Risal Singh as reversioner is de¬ 
nied on behalf of the defendj.nts, hut the 
Court below has not tried that question 
and, on the assumption that ho is the 
reversioner, has dismissed the suit on the 
ground that he is bound by tlie decision 
of their LorcUhips of the Pi ivy Council 
in the suit of the Ibani. The plaintiffs 
have preferred this appeal, and the only 
question argued before us is w'bather that 
decision is binding. 

I agree with the Court below in hold¬ 
ing that the decision of their Lordships 
in that suit is binding on.the reversion¬ 
ers. The law on the subject has, in my 
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opinion, been correctly stated by the 
learned Subordinate Judge. Where the 
estate of a deceased Hindu has vested in 
a female heir, a decree fairly and pro* 
perly obtained against her in regard to 
the estate is, in the absence cf fraud or 
collusion, binding on the reversionary 
heirs. Where however the decree re¬ 
lates to a matter personal to her, it is 
not so binding. The earliest authority on 
the point is the well known case of Kata- 
ma Natchiar v. liaja of Shivngiinga (7). 
In dealing witli the question whether a 
decree, obtained in 1847, in the lifetime 
of the widow in possession would have 
bound those claiming in succession to 
her, their Lordships of the Privy Council 
held as follows: 

“ Their Ijordsliips iiro of opinion that unless 
it could bo shown that tbero had not been a 
fair trial of the ri{:ht in that suit—or, in other 
words, unless tint decreo could have been suc¬ 
cessfully impeached on soino special ground, 
it would have been an offectiial bar to any now 
suit.by any person claiming in succes¬ 

sion to her. ]''or assuming her to ho entitled 
to tho y.amindari at all, the whelo estate would 
for tho time bo vested in her abeolutelv for 
fioino purposes, though, in some rospects, for :v 
qualified interest; and until her death it could 
not be ascertained who would be entitled to 
succeed. The same princif lo which has pre¬ 
vailed in llio Courts cf this country as to 
tenants in tail representing tlie inheritance, 
would seem lo apply to tho case of a Hindu 
widow; and it in obvious that there would be 
tho greatest possible inoonvonien.'o in bedding 
that the succeeding heirs wore net hound by a 
docrco fairly ami properly obtained against 
tho widow (at p. (>01).” 

The principle thus onunciatod by their 
FiOrtlbhips was ro-alVirmod by thorn in 
Hevoial subsoquent casos. 1 may refer 
to Jugal Kisltoro v. Jottuvlro 
logoro (8), Pariah N a rain Singh v. 
Triloki Nath Singh (0), llarinath Chat- 
terji V. ^[ofhtl' yfi-hiin Co.'av<nni (lO), 
It lias been aocopted and acted iip^^'^ 
all tiio nigh C’ourts in this country. 
Tlio cases on tho point aro collected on 
p. 910 of Miiyno’s flindn law, Kdn. 8 
and as most of them aro sot forth in 
the judgment of tho Court below, I 
deem it uiinoeossaiy to refer to tliein. 
Tho principle laid down by the Privy 
Council was thus suinmarisod by Sir 


( 7 ) fih()i-o:i] D ^r. i.A. -i-w . p. 31=1 
S,ith 500 —•) Sir, —19 b-.lt. M3 (P.C.). 
(H) [ISSO 10 (M. IKD-^IT 1. to—4 Sar. 

M*. C.}. 

(9) 11 C^\. ]S(i —11 1. A. 197 = 4 Sar 

5ii7 (W I'.). 

flO) fl.^911 dl t’al. Sr--i0 1. A. (1'. C\). 


Barnes Peacock, 0. J., in his jndgmenfr 
in the Full Bench case of Nobin.Ckunder 
Chiwkerhutty v, Issiir Chunder Chiuskerm> 
butty (11): 

“ lo the ahsoDce o! fraud or collusion a 
decision against a widow, with regard to bor 
deceased husband's estate, would bo binding 
upon the reversionary heirs (at p. 607).” 

It is true that the circumstances of 
all the cases were not identical but in 
all of thpro the principle was recognized*. 
As observed by Lord Haldane, L. C., in 
the recent case of Ereglinger v. Neto^ 
Patagonia Meat and Cold Storage Co* 

Ltd (6) decided by the House of Lords: 

the binding force of previous decisions, unless 
the facts are indistinguishable, depouds on 
whether they establish a principle. To follow 
previous authorities, so for ns they lay down 
principles, is essential if tho law is to bo pre¬ 
served from becoming unsettled and vaguo.** 

The decisions of the Judicial Com¬ 
mittee (acted upon as they have been by 
the Courts in this country), having laid 
down a principle, it is essential that 
they should bo followed by us sc as not 
to unsettle what has hitherto been 
understood to be tho law on tho point. 

We have next to consider whether 
this principle applies to the x^rosent case. 
K'lni Dharam Kunwar claimed to le in 
possession of tho Landhaura Estate 
either as the widow of her deceased hus¬ 
band or as tho mother of her son. It 
is in her capacity as tho person who re¬ 
presented the estate that she instituted 
tho suit brought by her against Balwant 
Singh. lie was claiming title to the 
estate as the validly adopted son cf Raja 
Jiaghuhir Singh and the object of the 
suit was to protect the estate from that 
oliiiui. In her plaint in that suit she 
alleged that upon tho death of her son 
she obtained possession of the whole of 
tho estate as his heir and oontinned in 
possession as such. In the fourth ground 
of her appeal to this Court she stated 
that: 

in hor char.ioter aa ropresouling tho eatato 
cf her Fon, Prakas Singh, she was at 

liher(y (o repuvliatc *' 

tho alleged adoption of the defendant. 
.Vgr^in, in the Hilrd ground of her appeal 
to His Majesty in Council she ’asserted 
that she was not “ precluded from bring¬ 
ing a suit as representing the estate of 
tho l.usband. " It is manifest froai these 
statements that she brought her suit as 
representing tho estate aud not in a 
personal capacity. 8ho sought to es- 

ill) [IStks; 9 W. H. ^05. 
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tablish that Balwant Singh was not 
■validly adopted and that he had no 
'^ight to the estate. By asserting a valid 
-adoption he was casting a cloud on the 
•title of the Rani as representative of the 
estate and on that of the reversioners 
who were to come after her, and it 
was to remove this cloud that she 
Instituted her suit. In the paint in 
this case the plaintiffs also have 
stated that she was in possesion as a 
Hindu widow. As she did not set up 
any right other than that; of a widow 
or mother and as her right was thus 
limited to an estate for life, her suit 
was in substance a suit for the pro¬ 
tection of the interests of the rever- 
laioners on whom the property would 
devolve after her death. ' The final deci¬ 
sion in that suit is therefore binding 
•.on tbem, in the absence of fraud 
'or collusion. It has not oven been sug¬ 
gested that there was fraud or collusion 
between the Rani and Balwant Singh. 
Having regard to the relations which 
existed between them, to the fact that 
they were at arm’s length, to the earnest 
manner in which the suit was fought 
out in this country before the Judicial 
Committee, the idea of fraud or collusion 
is out of the question. 

The main ground on which the learned 
counsel for the appellants contends that 
the decree in the former suit is not bind¬ 
ing on the appellants, is that in that 
euit the trial Co'.irt did not go into 
evidence on the nuestion of authority to 
adopt. That Court, it is true, decided 
the case on the ground of estoppel and 
refused to record oral evidence on the 
issue as to authority. This Court also 
decided the case on the same ground. 
Had the matter rested there and had the 
Rani’s suit been finally deoiJed on the 
ground of estoppel only, the decision 
would have been on a ground personal to 
the Rini and would not have been bind¬ 
ing on the reversioners. But when the 
case went before the Privy Council, their 
Lordships preferred to decide the ques- 
tion-of authority and the validity of the 
adoption as one of fact '* without re¬ 
course ” as their Lordships observed, 
to the doctrine of estoppel. " Their 
Lordships were fully cognizant of the 
fact that oral evidence had not been 
recorded on the point bub in spite of this 
they proceeded to decide the question on 
the documentary evidence before them. 


The Rani was represented before their 
Lordships by eminent counsel and it 
must be presumed that they urged every 
point that could be reasonably put for¬ 
ward. It may be that in view of the 
length of time which had elapsed since the 
death of Raja Raghubir Bingh their Lord- 
ships considered, as also did the learned 
counsel who presented thd Rani’s case 
before them that oral evidence would be 
of little value To take an extreme view, 
it may also be (if I may say so without 
presumption) that their Lordships de¬ 
cided the case erroneously. The fact how¬ 
ever remains that their Lordships pro¬ 
ceeded to try the question on the merits 
and decided it in favour of the defendant. 
It cannot under the circumstances bo 
said that there was not a fair triai. That 
the possibility of claimants coming 
forward as reversiouers was present to 
their Lordships’ minds is clear from 
their judgment, and when they said that 

“ in viaw of tbo decicion now given that 
the lespondent was in tact duly adopted, 
fnrtbflr litigaticn on the foint may be taken 
as happily out of the question, " 

they clearly meant tbac their decision 
v/ould be binding on reversioners and 
the validity of Balwant Singh’s adoption 
would bo for all time beyond the region 
of controversy. To hold otherwise would 
be to render their Lordships’ decision 
wholly nugatory and it would bo open to 
as many claimants as might assert them¬ 
selves to be reversioners to reopen the 
question a number of times and to 
harass the defendant repeatedly. In this 
connexion I may also point out th it in 
the case of Jugal KisJiore v. JotenJro 
Mohan Tagore (8), referred to above, the 
Judicial Committee held a decree, and 
an auction sale which followed, to be 
binding, although the widow against 
whom it was passed did not appear and 
the decree was made ex parte and this 
circumstance did not in the 0 {)inion of 
Lordships render the decree any the less 
binding. 

It may be that the rule of res judicata 
as enacted in S. 11, Civil P. C.. is nob 
strictly applicable, as the plaintills wore 
nob parties to the previous suit and do 
not claim under a paiuy to that suit. 
Bub in the Kaiama Natchiar's case (7) 
their Lordships held a decree obtained 
against the widow in possession to be 
binding cn reversionary heirs on the 
ground of convenience. The decree being 
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binding on the estate binds all persons 
who succeed to the estate. 

In my judgment, the decree passed by 
the Privy Council in the suit brought 
against Balwant Singh by Rani Dharam 
Kiinwar is, on the above grounds, binding 
on the reversioners and this suit is not 
maintainable I would dismiss the appeal 

(As the learned Judges differed, the 
case was referred to Chamier, J., who 
delivered the following judgment.) 

Chamier, J.—This appeal was referred 
to roe under S. 98, Civil P. C., in conse¬ 
quence of a difference of opinion between 
the learned Chief Justice and Banerji, J. 
The point upon which they differed is, 
whether the decision of their Lordships 
of the Privy Council in the suit of 
Rani Dharatu Kunwar against the de¬ 


that the Rani had authority to adopt 

Balwant Singh. 1 think that this is 

clear not only from the passages quoted 

by Banerji, J., but also from earlier por. 

tions of the judgment, for example the 

passage in which they say : 

“ He gnve formal and emphatic directioDS to 
his wife in regard to the adoption of a son. 
The Rani herself has pledged her word as to the 
nature and scope of thoco directions on more 
than one public and important occasion. She 
did so particularly in the deed of 13th January 
1699 and in her defence to the action of one 
Baldeo Singh. ” 

Then later on their Lordships say thitt 

‘in reviewing the facts of the case, they are of 
opinion that the question may well be decided 
as one of fact on the Rani’s own statements 
without recourse to tlie doctrine of estoppel. 
In their view she was speaking the truth in 
Baldeo Singh’s action when she was pleading as 
to her authority. ” 


fendant-respondont, Balwant Singh, to 
the effect that the Rani duly adopted 
Balwant Singh under authority given to 
her by her husband, is binding upon the 
plaintiff-appellant, Risal Singh, who 
claims to be the reversionary lieir of the 
husband and entitled to the estate on 
the death of the Rani which occurred in 
November 1912, a few months before the 


present suit was l)rought. 

In the previous suit the Court of first 
instance declined to take evidence (or 
rather oral evidence, for the parties wore 
required to put in their documentary 
evidence) on the (luostion, whether the 
Rani had authority to adopt Balwant 
Singh, and dismissed tlio suit on the 
ground that tho Itani was estopped from 
disputing her alleged authority to make 
the adoption, tiio factum of which is 
beyond dispute. This Court also decided 
tho ciso on the (jiiostion of estoppel con¬ 
firming tiio decree of tho first Court. 
The Rani appealed to Ilis Majesty in 
Council, ono of the grounds taken in the 
application for loavo to apiioal being that 
the first Court' should have allowed her 


to give ovidenco on tho quostdon of ho: 
authority to make tho adoption. A simi 
lai giound was taken in her appeal t( 
this Court. Their Lordships of tin 
Privy Council agr od with tho Indiai 
Courts that the Kani was estopped frou 
denying that she had autliorlty to adop' 
l^alwant Singh, hut they ohsorvod tha' 
tho estoppel was purely personal am 
would not l.ind anyone who claimed h> 
an indoi>ondont title. Thov however a' 

L read tho jtidg:,,ont. doolded. an 1 inten 
ded to decide, that tho ovidenco showe. 


The learned Chief Justice is of opiniou 
that, though in his view the Rani’s con¬ 
duct rendered it difficult for her to fairly 
represent tlie estate, it might perhaps be 
conceded that the finding of the Privy 
Council would have operated as res judi¬ 
cata had the evidouce as to the Raui's 
authority to adopt been admitted and 
recorded. But bo thinks it is clear that, 
if their Lordships’ attention had been 
called to the fact that the first Court 
had declined to receive evidence, they 
would never have decided the case on 
the question of fact so as to bind the 
estate. It saems to me that, if there was 
any misapprehension as to the procsed-! 
ings of tho first Court, that might be a' 
ground for a review of judgment, but is* 
no ground for holding that a clear andj 
dofinito decision on tho question of fact' 
is not binding on the estate. A Courtj 
may refuse to summon witnesses or 
admit evidence, and, when its decision is 
subsoquoutly relied upon as constituting 
a (piestion res judicata, the Court trying 
tho subsoquont case cannot disregard the 
decision because it thinks that the Court 
trying tho oaiTior case ought to have 
summoned tho witnesses or admitted fur l 
thor ovidonce. In my opinion, the Rani 
in tho previous case leprosented the 
ostuto. Upon this I have nothing to add 
to wliat Banorji, J.. has said. The Rani 
wanted to give ovidenco on tho question 
of hor authority, and both in appeal to 
this Court and in hor application for 
loavo to appeal to His 'Majesty in Coun¬ 
cil she complained of tlie action of the 
Court in refusing to adnut that evidence. 
Thoroforo tlicre c.\n bo no doubt that she 
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was doing her best to show that there 
had been no valid adoption, and her 
action was in the interest; of the rever¬ 
sionary heir of her husband. The re¬ 
ports of the case in the Law Reports, 
Indian Appeals and in the Indian Law 
Reports are not as full as in the Allaha¬ 
bad Law Journal and the Calcutta Weekly 
Notes. The lastmentioned report : [see 
Bani Dharam Kximcar v. Bahvant Singh 
(12)], represents Sir Robert Finlay as 
having contended that the appeal to their 
Lordships was confined to the applica¬ 
bility of the doctrine of estoppel and their 
Lordships as having then intimated that 
in their opinion there were sufficient 
materials on the record to decide all 
questions arising in the suit. Whether 
counsel for the appellant acquiesced in 
this view or not it is impossible to say, 
but the judgment of their Lordships 
makes it clear that the question of the 
Rani’s authority to make the adoption 
was argued. The report in the Calcutta 
Weekly Notes only makes clear, what 
one would infer from the other reports, 
that whether counsel for the appellants 
were willing to do so or not their Lord- 
ships deliberately decided to take up the 
question of the Rani’s authority to make 
the adoption. It is impossible to sup¬ 
pose that neither counsel for the appel¬ 
lant nor their Lordships were aware 
that the first Court had declined to take 
oral evidence on the subject. A perusal 
of the record shows that notwithstand¬ 
ing the order of the Court there was 
before their Lordships a mass of evi¬ 
dence bearing on the question of the 
Rani’s authority to adopt. What was 
shut out must have been mainly oral evi¬ 
dence as to the events which had hap¬ 
pened many years ago, and it is quite 
possible that counsel for the Rani in de¬ 
ference to the opinion of their Lordships 
did not press the contention that the 
Rani should be allowed a further oppor¬ 
tunity of giving evidence. However that 
my be, I think it is clear that their 
Lordships deliberately decided the ques¬ 
tion, knowing full well that their deci¬ 
sion would bind the reversioners and in 
the hope that their decision would put a 
stop to further litigation. 

I am of opinion that the decision of 
their Lordships is binding on the plain¬ 
tiffs in the present suit and justifies the’ 

(12) [1913] 15 I. 0. 673. 


dismissal of the suit without trial on the 
merits. 

Let the record be laid before the Chief 
Justice. 

By the Court. —This appeal having 
now been disposed of under the provi¬ 
sions of S. 98, Civil P. C.. the order of 
the Court is that the appeal be dismissed 
with costs. 

V.B./r.k. Ajypea.l dismissed. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Ishar Butt and another — Plaintiffs— 
Appellants. 

V. 

Musai Dube and o^/zt?7-s—Defendants— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 561 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on loth November 1915, from deci¬ 
sion of Addl. Dist. Judge, Gorakhpur, 
D/. 26th I\lay 1914. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), O. 41, R. 4—Se¬ 
parate appeals by two sets of defendants — 
One dismissed, the other allowed, and suit 
dismissed against all defendants—Court was 
competent to do so. 

The plaintiff filed a suit for possession ai^ainst 
two sbts of defendants and obtained a decree 
in the first Court. Both the sets of defendantr> 
filed separate appeals on different dates. The 
appeal filed by one set of defendants was heard 
and dismissed. Subsequently the appeal filed 
by the other set of defendants was taken up. 
The Additional District Judge who heard the 
latter appeal, being of opinion that the plaintiff 
had no title to the property, dismissed the suit 
as against all the defendants: 

Held', that the Judge had the discretion 
under O. 41, R. 4, Civil P. C., to dismiss the 
suit as against both sets of defendants. 

[P 2G3 C 2] 

Parmeshioar Dayal —for Appellants. 

Girdhari Lai Agarivala — icr Respon¬ 
dents. 

Judgment. —This is an appeal by the 
plaintiffs in a suit for recovery of pos¬ 
session over immovable property. In 
the array of parties originally impleaded 
there were five defendants of the first 
party, seven defendants of the second 
party and one defendant of the third 
party. Of this last it is sufficient to say 
that she was alleged to have joint right 
with the plaintiffs to the property in suit, 
and was impleaded because she declined 
to join in the suit. The plaint does not 
disclose any differenca in the position of 
the defendants first party and the defen¬ 
dants second party except in so far as it 
alleges that the defendants first party 
have filed a collusive suit against the 
defendants second party. On the ques- 
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tion of the existing possession over the 
property in suit the plaint merely says 
that the possession of the defendants 
first party and second party is wrongful. 
The Court of first instance decreed the 
suit on 20th September 1912. Separate 
appeals were filed by the defendants first 
party and by the defendants second 
party. The appeal of the former was 

filed on 18th November 1912 and that of 
the latter was filed on 26th November 

1912. This appeal w-^s transferred to 
the Court of the Additional District 
Judge of Gorakhpur sitting at Basti, and 
was dismissed by him on 4th February 

1913. In the meantime the appeal of 
the defendants first party remained pend¬ 
ing. its connexion with the other appeal 
having apparently been overlooked. 

It was however transferred to the 
Court of the Additional District Judge 
and was disposed of, on 2Gth May 1914, 
by the successor of the learned Addi’ 
tional District Judge who had dealt with 
the appeal of the defendants second 
party. On the most important issue of 
fact in the case, an issue which involved 
the entire title of the plaintiffs to the 
property in dispute, the learned Addi¬ 
tional Judge, who held charge of that 
olVico in the month of May 1914, came to 
a conclusion diametrically opposite to 
that arrived at by his predecessor in the 
month of Fehrnaiy 1013. Finding that 
the plaintills liad failed to prove their 
title to the land in dispute ho accepted 
the appeal of the defendants first party 
and dismissed the suit allogothor. The 

plaintiffs have oome to this Court in se¬ 
cond appeal. The plea taken bo the 
effect that the District Judge of Gorakh¬ 
pur liad no jurisdiction to decide the ap¬ 
peal seems to ho based on some mis- 
approhension. The plea to the effect 
thattho decision of 4th h^ohru iry 19i;i 
operates as res judicata against tlie de* 
fondants first party seems to me quite 
;;nsnstainahl 0 . It ^Ya 3 a decision to 
which tlioy wore no parties, and it was 
actually arrived at while the question in 
issue was tmdor adjudication on the ap- 
poal filed by them on iSfch Novomhor 
1912. It was further contended that 
in any case, tho Additional District 
•Indgo who decided tlie iip])eal of tlio do 
fen lants first party ought not to have 
dismissed tho )daintiffs’ suit alt.ogethor, 
hut should hu-o so framed his decree as 

to maintaiu for tho plaintiffs the benefit 
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of the dismissal of the appeal brought 
by the defendants second party. The 
oonrse taken by this litigation on the 
lower appellate Oonrt was certainly un. 
fortunate and the result arrived at ap. 
pears anomalous. Nevertheless I am not 
clear that the plaintiffs are entitled to 
any relief from this Court. 

They are thempelves mainly responsi¬ 
ble for the curious result of the litigation 
in tho lower appellate Court. The de. 
fendants first party and the defendants 
second party had each availed themselves 
independently of a right undoubtedly se. 
cured to them by O. 41, R. 4. Civil P. 0.. 
that is to say, each set of defendants had 
appealed from the whole decree, on the 
ground that the said decree proceeded 
upon a ground which was oommon as 
against all the defendants. There is no 
necessary presumption that either set of 
defendants was cognizant of the filing of 
the appeal by the other set. The plain¬ 
tiffs on the other hand must have re¬ 
ceived notice of both the appeals, and it 
was apparently remiss on their part, as it 
was certainly unfortunate for them, that 
they did not invite the attention of the 
Court below to the advisability of hear¬ 
ing both the appeals together. As mat- 
tei -8 turned out the Additional District 
Judgo who took cognizance in the month 
of May 1914 of the appeal filed by the 
defendants first party was posse^^sed of 
tho discretion reserved to a Court of ap- 
pe\l by O. 41 , R. 4 above referred to. 
Having decided against the plaintiffs a 
point which went to the root of their 
title, it would certainly have been an¬ 
omalous for him to so frame his decree as 
to allow tlie plaintitYs to claim posses¬ 
sion against one set of defendants. It 
ttio defendants second party had never 
tUed an appeal at all the decision of the 
Court ^ of first instance would have be¬ 
come final against them. Yet the appel¬ 
late Court would have been clearly en- 
titled to exercise, on the appeal of the 
defendants first party, the discretion oon- 
feire i upon it by O. 41. R. 4 . Civil. P. C. 
rhero i-i no provision of law which lays 
down that tins discretion is taken away 
in the event of an unsuccessful api>eal by 
one ilefendant or sot of defendants, and 
I do not find myself able to formulate 
anv principle of law which would take 
a" ay t hat discretion The dismissal ol 
the appeal filed h\ the defendants second 
party in no way aiTeots the principle 
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that the decree of the Court of first in- 
stane8h>d-Tlo^ become final against the 
.-ilefstJflSits first ‘party so long as their 
appeal against the same remained undis¬ 
posed of on the file of the Additional 
District Judge of Gorakhpur, and if that 
decree had not become final it remained 
subject to the discretion conferred upon 
an appellate Court by O, 41, II. 4, Civil 
P. C. This appeal therefore fails and is 
dismissed with costs. 

V.B./R. K. AppeaI dismissoch 
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Tddball and Piggott, JJ. 

Ram Ugrah Paade and others —Plain- 
titfs—Appellants. 

V. 

Achraj Nath Paade and others —Defen¬ 
dants—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 99 of 1915, Decided 
on 29th November 1915, from order of 
2nd Addl. Sub-Judge, Basti. 

' Civil P. C. fS of 1908), ScK. 2, Cls. 17 and 
20—Agreement to refer to arbitration pend¬ 
ing mutation—Award given—Parly aggrieved 
took up matter before Board who remanded 
for trial de novo—Application under Cl. 17 
held not proper as stage contemplated was 
passed—Application under Cl. 20 was barred 
—Ss. 5 and 14, Lim. Act, Held not applicable 
— Limitation Act (9 of. 1908), Ss. 5, 14 

and Art. 168. 

After the death of a oertaio Hindu, disputes 
arose among the various branches of his familv 
as to their title. One branch alleged separation 
and the other branch alleged that the family 
was still joint. It appeared that the family was 
possessed of shares in a number of villages in 
two tahsils, some of the villages standing in 
the names of some of the members and others 
in the names of other members. An applioa- 
-tion for mutation of names was made in regard 
to each village. In the case of one tahsifap- 
plication for mutation was made to the tah- 
sildar, while in the case of the other to the 
Assistant Collector. The parties, subsequent to 
the institution of proceedings, executed agree¬ 
ments to refer their disputes as to the title to 
the land to arbitration. These agreements 
were placed before the respective officers and 
all files were sent to the arbitrator. Tne arbi¬ 
trator filed an award. At a subsequent stage 
of the case, ho was directed to file another 
award which he did in exactly the same terms 
and bearing a later date. The respondents 
were nob satisfied with the award and the 
matter went up to the Board of Revenue, which 
sent the cases back to be tried de novo without 
regard to arbitration. Upon this the appel¬ 
lants filed applications under Cls. 17 .and dO, 
Sch. 2, Civil P. C. 

Held: (1) that Cl. 17, Soh. 2, Civil P. C., could 
not operate in the circumstances of the present 
case as the facts had gone beyond the stage 
contemplated by that clause; (2) that the ap¬ 
plication under Cl. 20, 3ch. 2, Civil P. 0., was 
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barred under Art. ITS, 3ch. 1. Lini, Act. as it 
was made more than .a year after the date of 
the award and as it was impossible either under 
S. 5 or b. 14, liim. .Vet, to extend the time so jis 
to enable ihc present application to be treated 
as made within time. [p 371 0 1, 2] 

Jang Bahachir hat for Durga Cliaran 
Banerji —for Appellants. 

Sitrendra Nath Sen and Lakshmi 
Narain Tiioari —for Respondents. 

Judgment. Tnis is an appeal arising 
out of an application .jiade in the Court 
below, which was primarily based on 
Cl. 17. Sch. 2. Civil P. C. ‘ While fche 
matter was pending, an application for 
amendment was made and an alternative 
relief was asked for under Cl 20 of the 
same schedule. The lower Court has 
refused both the reliofs. The first relief 
which was claimed under Cl, 17 it re. 
jeoted on the ground that an award had 
been made by the arbitrator on the basis 
of the agreement between the parties 
and that Cl. 17 could not apply, the 
matter having attained a stage beyond 
that contemplated by that clause. With 
regard to the relief claimed under CL 20 
it rejected it on the ground that the 
application was barred by time under 
Ar'. 178, Sch. P'fjim. Act. 

The applicants have come hare on ap¬ 
peal. The parties are the descendants 
of one Prag Pande. The latter had five 
sons, one of whom died childless. All 
the others have now dioL Sheomangal 
has left three sons who are partios^to 
the present dispute. Hansraj has left 
five sons and a widow who are also par¬ 
ties to the present dispute. Kedar Nath 
left a widow Mt. Sonkali and three 
daughters: of these the former alone is 
a party to the dispute. Gokul Nath has 
left a widow, Mt. Dirka, and three 
daughters and the former only is a party 
to this dispute. It appears that the 
family was possessed of shares in a 
number of villages lying in the two 
tahsils of Rasti and Khaiilabad in the 
Basti District. Some of the villages 
stood in the names of soiie of the mem- 
bers, and otliers stood in the names of 
other members. After 

Kedar Nath, a dispute 
the various branches a? 

One branch alleged se: 
branch alleged that ti 
remained joint. An 


the deafcii of 
arose amongjib 
to their tifcl-j. 
i ■ f lo!i, the otlier 

family still 
• i'ilicatioQ for 


mutation of names was made m regard 
to each village. In the case of t],o 
Basti Villages, the applications were 
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made in fche regular way to the Tahsildar 
Assistant Collector. In the case of the 
Khalilabad villages, the applications ap¬ 
pear to have been made in the Court of 
the Assistant Collector who was in 
charge of the pargana. In the Basti 
eases, ISth November 1912 was fixed by 
the Tabsildar. In the Khalilabad cases, 
the 2nd December was fixed by the Par¬ 
gana officer. On ISth November the 
parties executed an agreement to refer 
their dispute as to the title to the land 
to the arbitration of one Rameswar Dat 
Man Tewari. 

This agreement clearly sets out that 
the parties have a dispute as to their 
title to the family property, that they 
refer the dispute to the arbitrator, that 
they will abide by his decision, that they 
will take possession of their various 
shares according to his decision, and 
that they will cause mutation of names 
to be made according thereto. Appar¬ 
ently the agreement was put before the 
tahsildar and was filed on the record of 
the case before him. He adjourned the 
mutation case clearly with a view to 
enable the parties to settle their dispute 
by means of arbitration. He fixed a 
date directing tiiem to settle that dis¬ 
pute, but also laying down that if the 
disputes were not settled by the date so 
fixed, then they wore to be prepared to 
produce evidence in connexion with the 
mutation case. On 2nd Docomhor 1912, 
the date fixed by the pargana officer in 
the ca-ai hoforo him, a similar agreement 
written oxiietdy in the same lancuage 
and bearing date 2nd Decomlior 1912 was 
filed before the Pargana Otfioor, Kbalila. 

Iiad. Onder orders of the Collector the 

Pargana Officer of Khalilabad was 
directed to decide iioth sots of cases, 
namely, the Past! and the Khalilabad 
oases. The Pargana Officer of Khalilabad 
sent all his files to the Tahsildar of 
J^asti and told him to send the agree¬ 
ment to arbitrate to the ar’nfrator. 
‘I'his clearly was done, for on Pith bob- 
niary 1913 the arbitrator tiled an 
iiW!',rd iiearing date Stb February 1913. 
it ai)j)0ars tint at a .subsequent stage of 
t lie case ho was directed to write out 
another award and that ho did draw up 
an award worded exactly in the same 
language as tlio first one simply bearing 
n different date. One of the lairtios, the 
respondents to the present ajip^-al.’ ap- 

3 arontly was not pleased with the dooi- 
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sion of the arbitrator. The mutation 
oases were fought up to the Board of 
Revenue which finally sent baok the 
records of the mutation oases with 
directions to try them de novo without 
any reference whatsoever to the arbitra¬ 
tion proceedings. The present appel¬ 
lants then filed the present application 
out of which this appeal has arisen) 
in the civil Court. Primarily, as we 
have noted, it was an application under 
01. 17 of the schedule asking that the 
agreement to arbitrate, of 18th Novem¬ 
ber 1912, should be filed in Court. Sub¬ 
sequently an alternative relief was 
prayed by the subsequent amendment 
asking that the award dated 8th 
February 1913 be filed in Court and that 
a decree be passed based on the same. 
We have hear j considerable argument as- 
to whether or not the Tahsildar of Basti 
or the Pargana Officer of Khalilabad had 
or had not power to refer the matter to 
the arbitrator. We have not been shown 
any written application by the parties 
to either of those officers asking them 
to make the reference to the arbitrator. 
It is quite clear that the agreement of 
18th November 1912, was an agree¬ 
ment made entirely out of Court. It is 
an agreement to refer to the arbitrator 
the disputed question of title, i. e., a 
question which the revenue Court was 
not conipetent to decide in the oases 
then pending before it. It was notan 
agreement to refer the mutation case or 
cases to an arbitrator. 

It. is an agreement on which the 
arbitrator, if the parties had referred 
the matter at once to him direotly, 
would have been empowered to take the 
evidence of tbo parties and to make an 
award. It seems to us immaterial whe¬ 
ther or not the Tabsildar or the Pargana 
Olbcor had or had not legal power as a 
revenue Court to refer the agreement lo 
the arbitrator. It is quite clear tdiat the 
Talnsildar forwarded it to the latter with 
the full consent of the parties. If there¬ 
fore there was any illegal reference 
under tho Revenue Act it dees not con¬ 
cern this present case. An agreement 
to arbitrate and a valid agreement was 
made out of Court and by the wish of 
the parties, it was sent on to the arbi¬ 
trator by the Tahsildar. as indeed it 
might have been forwarded through any 
private person. It is an admitted faot- 
tbat tbo arbitrator !nado an award. It- 
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is therefore quite clear that Cl. 17, 
Soh. 2, Civil P. G., cannot operate in the 
oircumstauces of the present case The 
facts have gone beyond the stage con- 
templated by the clause. In regard to 
01. 20 of the schedule, in so far as the 
application la based thereon, the question 
IS whether or not the application is 
barred by time. Admittedly Art. 178, 
Soh. 1, Limitation Act, applies, and that 
lays down a period of six months from 
the date of the award. The present ap¬ 
plication was made more tlian a year 
after the date of the award. Prima facie 
it IS therefore barred by limitation. A 
certain amount of stress has been laid an 
Ss. 5 and 11, Limitation 4et S 5 
clearly cannot apply. If the present pro- 
.oeedings be deemed to be based on 
application and not to be a " suit ” 
S. 5 does not apply as that only relates 
to an appeal or an application for re. 
view of judgment or for leave to ap¬ 
peal or any other application to which 
this section may be made applicable 
by any enactment or rule for the time 
being in force. No enactment or rule 
can be shown which would make this 
section applicable to an application of 
the present description. On the other 
hand, if the present matter be deemed 
to be a suit within the meaning of S. 14 
It 13 equally clear that the present ap.' 
pellants are not entitled to exclude the 
time during which they were prosecuting 
the mutation cases in the revenue Court 
The present application is an applioa- 
tion to have an award filed and a decree 
passed on the basis of that award. The 
mattp in controversy in the revenue 
Court was not of this description. It 
was merely a mutation matter vvith a 
totally ditterent cause of action as its 
basis. The present application is based 
Upon fihe fact that there was an agree- 
ment to arbitrate and an award made 
upon that agreement. The two proceed¬ 
ings cannot be said to be founded on t .ie 
same cause of action. 

There remains the question which wo 
need not decide, as to whether t'la pro¬ 
ceeding in the revenue Court was a suit 
withm the meaning of S. 11, although 
on that point there is a ruling in 
Muhammad Sahhanu'Uih v. Secij, of 

which is against the present 
appellants. It is therefore impossible 
WU3, either und er S. o or S. 14. Limiti 
(IJ L1904J 2(i All. 382=(100ii) A. W. N. 5L- 
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tion Act, to extend the time so as to 
enable tbe present application to be 
treated as made within time. We note 
that tbe respondents plead before us in 
argument that both the agreement and 
the award were prima facie legal and 
binding subject to any objection which 
could be raised on the ground of fraud 
or misconduct of the arbitrator etc., 
Ihe Court below has found that both the 
agreement and tbe award were valid and 

that the present application was barred 

^ y time. With this we find ourselves 

.in agreement. The result therefore 

is that the appeal fails and is dismissed 
with costs. 

V.L./R.k. Appeal dismi^ed. 
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Richardson, G. J. and Baner.ji, J. 

Daud AhShik and Plaintiffs— 

Appellants. 


Defend- 


V. 

Ram Prasad and others ~~ 
ants—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 220 of 1913. Deoi- 

T decree of 

Addl. Sub-Judge. Aligarh, D/- 18fch March 

Civil P C. (14 of 1882). s. 276-Execution 
struck off as process fee not paid—Attach- 

.ss* “SS .J- 

peal against this decree was [jeudiu^ iu the Hiah 

Court the application for e.xeoutio“a (u^he 
old Code Of Olvil Procedure) w.is struck off on 
account of the decree boldor’a default in not 
iia>ing the process fees. .After this the iude 
meot-debtor made a gift of the property. ^ 

was noj attachment 

was not witbd .uvn by reason of the dismissal 

n -i?" [‘indic.ation for o-.ecutioM and the transfer 
made b\ the judgmen’-debtor was void. 

A h Ji,jves and Iqha/ Ahmad~{ov 
Appellants. 

Sundar Lal, Tej Bahadur Sapru and 
Lakshmi yiarain—io'r Ko^pondents, 

Judgment.—Tbe plaintiffs’ preJeces 
sor-in.tit.le obtained a du uee for mesno 

piofi s against llayat Ui Bhal-i n i 
others on 2^th An I't 1905 On 

thadoore. a 1 on 23rd July 1906 ofy 
tain properfy of tne iudgment.dabtors 
wasattachea Thn e.xenution oa,o w^ 
struck off oo was 

of the dectoo-holder default in* 
curtain raquis.to 

appeal from the decree was pending 1" 
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the High Court. After the disposal of 
the appeal the decree-holders applied for 
the revival of the execution proceedings 
on lOth -Tilly 1909 and they prayed for 
the sale of the property which had al¬ 
ready been attached. On 18th August 
1908, Hayat Ali Shah made a gift of the 
attached property in favour of his mother 
who on 16th February 1909, sold the 
said property to the principal respon¬ 
dents. Upon the objection of those res¬ 
pondents the Court released the attach¬ 
ment and thereupon the suit, out of 
which this appeal has arisen was brought 
by the plaintiffs for a declaration that 
they were entitled to proceed against 
the attached property on the ground 
that the gift and the s.alo were void 
as against them as the property liad 
been attached on 23rd -Tuly 1906 and 
the transfers were made pending the 
attachment. The question to be con¬ 
sidered is whether the property should 
he deemed to have been under attach¬ 
ment on the date on whicli the gift by 
Hayat Ali Shah in favour of his mother 
was made. 

On behalf of the defendants it is 
contended that the striking off of 
the execution proceedings should raise 
a presumption that the attacliment had 
been withdrawn. Under the present Code 
of Civil Procedure, if an application for 
execution is dismissed for default, it 


must ho dooiuod that the attachment 
Uvas withdrawn, l)ut there was no such 
iprovision in .\ct 11 of 1882, which was 
the Code of Civil Procedure applicable 
at the time when the execution case was 

istruck off on 18th July 1907. It has 
been held by this Court in a number of 
oases that unless there is a clear order 
withdrawing the attachment, the pre¬ 
sumption will 1)0 that, the attachment 
.continues. No doubt in some cases the 
opinion has boon expressed that the 
question is one of ttm intention of the 
Court anii the parties. If we were to 
considm' Ibo case from that point of 


view, it is 


clear that the intention of the 


(auat was to maintnin the attachment, 
for we litnl that wlien an application 
was made to revive the execution pro¬ 
ceedings, the Court liold, on 2nd August 
1909. that no further attachment was 


necessary and t.hat M\o property was 
reiulv nnd'M- attachment. The del 
'vliicli had taken place in following 
* iitlauli'eotit is explained by tlie l\ 


that an appeal was pending from the 
original decree in the High Court. We 
think the Court below was wrong in 
holding that the property was not under 
attachment when the gift in favour 
the judgment.debtor’s mother was 
That gift having been made during 
X)endency of an attachment was 
against the attaching creditor and 
sale made by the donee falls with 
It was urged on behalf of Hayat 
Shah that he was not a party to the ori¬ 
ginal suit and that it was through an 
error that his name appears in the array 
of judgment-debtors. It is admitted that 
the decree for mesne x)rofits waa passed 
against him. We allowed him an oppor¬ 
tunity of getting the decree amended if 
his statement was true, but we are in¬ 
formed that the application made by 
him has been rejected. We must hold 
that Hayat Ali Shah was a person against 
whom the decree sought to be executed 
was passed. We allow the appeal, set 
aside the decree of the Court below and 
decree the plaintiffs' claim with costs in 
both Courts, including fees in this Court 
on the higher scale. 

v.R./r.K. Appeal allowed. 
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PUiOOTT, T. 

Eyn pero r 

V. 

Rixrn Sarup —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Reference No. 302 of 1915, 
Decided on 30th April 1915, made by 

Sess. Judge, Bareilly. 

Agra Tenancy Acl (2 of 1901k S. 51— 
Order of suspension or remission deprives the 
landholder's right of suit—No offence if ha 
recovers by lawful raejins—Penal Code (45 
of 1860), S. 188. 

An order suspending or romiltiug arrears of 
rent is not an order prohibiting tho landholder 
from receiving the same if tendered or attomp* 
ing lo reili/.o tho s»mo by lawful moans. 

I'hcrefore a landholder endeavouring to col¬ 
lect siispeiuled .irrears by process of distraint is 
not guilty of an offence under S. 1. P. 0. 

Its tTocct is simnlv lo deorivo him of his right 
of suit in respect of the arrears remitted or of 
iho suspended arrears during the period of sus¬ 
pension. lP 87A 0 2] 

Reference. —Ram Sarup, a Zamindar 
of Mauza Davabnagar, has been tried 
summarily and convicted of an offence 
under S. IS^k 1. P. C., in that ho dis- 
(.rained and attempted to collect rents 
for 1321 Fasli in October 1914 (1329 
lAisli) in disobedience of att order of the 
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Oollecfcoi* of which he had cognizance; 
that the payment of those rents had been 
suspended. 

He has been fined Rs. 150 and this is 
an application for revision. 

The first ground is that S. 188 cannot 
apply to the facts of the case, and this 
is expanded in ground 4, that there is no 
proof that the disobedience caused any 
obstruction, annoyance or injury. 

It is, i think, a little unfortunate that 
a test case of this nature should have 
been tried summarily. Apparently the 
only evidence taken was that of the 
wasil-baqi navis who proved the orders 
suspending rent signed by the zamindar. 
AVhat exactly Ram Sarup did is not clear 
but from a report of the Deputy Collec¬ 
tor. dated 23rd November 1914, as a re¬ 
sult of which these proceedings were ini- 
tiateJ, it appears that Ram Sarup dis¬ 
trained many holdings of the tenants for 
the arrears of rent without deducting 
the amount of suspended rent of 1321 
Fasli. These tenants filed a complaint 
against the zamindar. 

The fact of the distraint seems to have 
been admitted by Ram Sarup, for in his 
examination he seeks to excuse himself 
for his conduct, ’and does not deny it. 
The order of suspension was lawfully 
promulgated by the Collector under 
S. 51, Tenancy Act. That order was dis¬ 
obeyed, the attempt to collect the sus¬ 
pended rents by distraint amounting to a 
disobedience. Nor can it be argued that 
disobedience did not cause obstruction 
and annoyance to the tenants concerned 
though it would have been well to take 
the evidence of the tenants. I should 
not, therefore, be prepared to recommend 
revision of the finding aad sentence on 
this view of the facts alone. 

But their legality is, I think, open to 
question on the grounds stated in paras.2 
and 3 of the application for revision. 

Saetion 51, Tenancy Act, provides a 
special remedy for the disobedience to 
the Older, and in cases of failure to com- 
ply with the direction of a statute the 
special remedy provided by the statute 
should be followed and no other can be 
supposed to o.xist (Ref. Mew’s Digest of 
English Case Law, 1911 Edition, Vol. 13, 
under ‘remedy given by a statute, how 
far exclusive” p. 1959). 

Whenever there is an intention to ap-- 
piy the provisions of the criminal law' 
to acts authorized or required by parti¬ 


cular statutes, that intention is always 
made clear by express words to that ef¬ 
fect. (Ref. Ratan Lai, Law of Crimes, 
1911 Edition, p. 53, under S. 41, I. P. 
0.). S. 149, Tenancy Act, is an instance 
to this effect. The disobedience to an 
order of the Collector under S. 51 is 
nowhere in the Tenancy Act made a cri- 
minal offence. S. 20, General Clauses 
Act, it is true, enacts that where an act 
or omission constitutes an offence under 
two or more enactments, then toe off’en- 
der shall he liable to be prosecuted and 
punished under either or any of those 
enactments, but shall not be liable to be 
punished twice for tbe same offence. 
Ram Sarup’s act w'as an off’ence under 
S. 51, Tenancy Act, and it can, I think 
be held to come within tho terms of 
S. 188, I. P. C. (I note ho\ vever that the 
application for revision, ground 3, says 
that the punishment specified in S. 51 
has been undergone). 

But the principle referred to by me 
above, that a special Act of the nature 
of tbe Tenancy Act is intended to be 
complete in itself as regards offoncos 
committed against tho rent law is, in \n\ 
opinion, the one that must prevail. It 
has been followed by the Courts in this 
country the ruling of Chandi Pershad v. 
Abdul Eah 7110. ti (l) being an instance in 
point. 

The result is that I consider that as 
the Tenancy Act provided a special re¬ 
medy for disobedience to an order under 
S. 51 the Collector was not competent to 
sanction prosecution lor an offence under 
S. 188, 1 P. C , in respect of that dis¬ 
obedience. 

sVhether any action couhl liave been 
taken on a complaint brought by one of 


the tenants concerned under some sec¬ 
tion of the Indian Penal Code is a mat¬ 
ter which tlie Collector might have con¬ 
sidered that W'as an alternative inetbod 
of l)ringing home to the zamindar tbo 
consetiuonce of his action which v.a- 
most :epre:;ensii'lo, out t!ie Colleclor, 
q»rr-‘Jolieotor. ha(b it seems to me, no re¬ 
medy hut that piovided by S. 51 itsel-: 
i. o.. tho im.nediate roaliz Uion of th.o 
suspended revenue. 

i therefore refer tho for order . 

of the llon'ble High. Court with i he re¬ 
commendation that t!io ‘sontcnce hr r rt 
aside and the fine refunded. 


(1) [lS95j 22 Cal. 131. 
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I furbher nobe that the Magistrate who 
tried the case had in a previous page of 
the proceedings expressed the opinion 
that Ram Sarup should, without doubt 
be prosecuted under S. 188. I. P. G., and 
I think that in the circumstances it 
would have been better that some other 
Magistrate should have tried the case. 

The report will be sent to the Magis¬ 
trate for any explanation or remark that 

he may have to oiler before submission 
to the High Court;. 

j I . j . The facts disclosed by 
this order of reference a^e peculiar. Ram 
barup is a landholder of a village Da- 
rabnagar in the Bareilly District. By 
an order lawfully passed and promul¬ 
gated under S. 51. Agra Tenancy Act, 
(Local Act 2 of 1901), a portion of the 
rents due from tenants of that village 
had been suspended. Ram Sarup was 
aware of the order of suspension, but ho 
endeavoured to collect suspended arrears 
by process of distraint. He has been 
prosecuted for having disobeyed an order 
promulgated by a public servant, law¬ 
fully empowered to promulgate such 
order, directing him to abstain from 
such act. The learned Sessions Judge 
has doubted the propriety of the convic¬ 
tion and the sentence of Rs. 150 fine 
which followed the prosecution and has 
referred the matter to this Court for 
orders. The otfect of an ‘order suspend¬ 
ing or remitting rent under S. 51, Ten- 

ancy Act. already referred to. is not to 
prohibit the ;^araindar or /amindars af¬ 
fected by such order from collecting the 
Hame. This is obvious from sub-Cl. 5 
of the said section which i>r 0 sorib 0 s the 
oonsequoncGS which will result in the 
event of a landholder’s succeeding in 
collecting rents which have been sus- 
or roniittod. If the (enants are 
in fact sunicientiy well off to pay the 
suspended rents 1 cannot see that any 
principle of public policy is violated by 
permitting them to do so! The appro¬ 
priate consotiuenoes wilt follow under 
the provisions of 1 Im Tenancy Act itself. 

It will ho j)ro3umed that a mistake was 

made in suspending rents ami land re- 
vemio in a village whore the tenants are 
to fact al)lo to j^ay, and f he zamindar 
will hooomo iimnodiatelv liaMe for pay- 
ment of tluj suspemdod arrears of land 
i-ovemio. Thodiir.culty in the present 
case sooms lo have arisen hecauso of 
Marup’s atioinpt, to invoke the power 
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of distraint. The whole facts are not 
before me, and, moreover, the question 

. can lawfully be levied 

in respect of rents under suspension ia 
one entirely within the jurisdiction of 
the revenue Courts. I should have 
thought myself that such distraints could 
be successfully contested by'the tenants 
under S. 142, Tenancy Act, whereby the 
distrainer can be put to proof of his 
claim to the contested arrears just as if 

he were the plaintiff in a suit to recover 
the same. 

It is expressly laid down that a suit 
for the recovery of suspended arrears of 
rent will not lie during the period of sus¬ 
pension. If I am mistaken in this view 
and I conceive it possible that some dif¬ 
ficulty may have been felt by reason of 
the definition of what constitutes an 'ar- 
rear of rent” given in S. 101, Tenancy 
Act, then the question of the re-draft- 
ing of the provisions of that Act relating 
to distraint deserves the attention of the 
Legislature. As regards the effect of 
S. 51, Tenancy Act. I feel no doubt what¬ 
ever. An order suspending or remitting 
arrears of rent is not an order prohibit¬ 
ing landholder from receiving the same 
if tendered or from attempting to realize 
the same by lawful means. Its effect is 
simply to deprive him of his right of 
suit in respect of the arrears remitted or 
of the suspended arrears during the pe- 
riod of suspension. Ram Sarup either 
had a riglit in law to distrain for these 
suspended arrears or he had not. I 
should have thought that he had not, 
and in that case the distraints levied by 
him can bo sot aside and he is liable to 
compensate the tenants inconvenienced 
thereby. If however, it be held that the 
suspension of arrears of rent does not 
deprive the landholder of his power of 
distraint during the period of suspension 
I am unalile to hold that he is liable to 
punishment for availing himself of hia 
legal right. 


I set aside the conviction and sentence 
in this case: the fine, if paid, will be 
rofundoJ. 


V.B./iMC, 


C’^'^uviction sot aside. 
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Richards, C. J. and Rafique, J. 

yinnshi Lai —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. 

ILangat Eai —Defendant - Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1291 of 1915, Deci¬ 
ded on 1st November 1915) from decision 
of Addl. Dist. Judge, Saharanpur, D/- 4th 
May 1915. 

Practice — Relief — Mortgage suit against 
mortgagor’s son — Execution not proved— 
Money decree cannot be passed—Mortgage— 
Personal decree. 

In a suit on a mortgage for sale of the mort¬ 
gaged property against the son of the e^^ocutant 
of the mortgage, the mortgage was not proved to 
have been duly executed: 

Held : that under the circumstances no 
simple money decree could be given inasmuch 
as it would entirely change the cause of action. 

[P 375 G 2] 

Gokul Prasad —for Appellant. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of 
a suit on foot of a mortgage. The mort¬ 
gage was executed by Govind and others. 
The suit is a suit (for sale of the mort- 
gaged property) against the sons of Go¬ 
vind, who is now deceased. Both Courts 
below have dismissed the suit, first, upon 
the ground that the mortgage was not 
proved to have been executed according 
to the provisions of the Transfer of Pro¬ 
perty Act, and, secondly, on the ground 
that no legal necessity was proved. As 
to the first point, it is contended that the 
plaintiff should have had a further oppor¬ 
tunity of proving the due execution of 
the bond. The Courc below has dealt 
with this point and, in our opinion, the 
plaintiff ought to have come prepared to 
prove his case. We have looked into the 
record and we see that it never was sug- 
gested that the witness w’iio was pro- 
duced to prove the bond went back on 
his previous evidence or had committed 
perjury. He proved the plaintiff's case 
prima facie, but when he was cross- 
examined as to the particular mode in 
which he had witnessed the bond, the 
fact was disclosed that he had not seen 
the executants actually sign. The fiud- 
ing that there was no legal necessity is 
a finding of fact and is e'lualiy fatal to 
the plaintiif’s suit a-, against the sods of 
Govind. It is couteaded tiiafc we ought 
to grant at least a simple money decree. 
There are several objections to this. In 
the first place, the suit was a sui:- for 
sale of mortgaged property. In order to 
give a simple money decree, we should 
either amend the plaint or treat the 


plaint as amended. It is not a suit for 
money. In the next place it is sought 
nosv to get a simple money decree (not 
against the original executant) but against 
his sons. This would bo an entirely new 
cause of action in which there might be 
entirely different defence. In our opin. 
ion, the findings of fact conclude the ap- 
peal. It is accordingly dismissed. 

V.V»./u.iv. Appeal dismissed. 
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Full Bench 

lUciiAUDS. C. J., Knox and Banki^- 

JEE, JJ. 

A Mitkhtar, In the matter of. 

Criminal Afisc. Applu. No. Old of 1915, 
Decided on 29th March 1913. 

Legal Practitioners Act (18 of 1879), 
S, 13 — Duty to stick to one side so far as pos* 
sible—Appearance in appeal in assault case 
against servants of zamindar—Subsequent 
proceedings under S. 145, Criminal P. C., 
against his clients—Appearance for com¬ 
plainant against original clients in absence 
of offer by them did not amount to mis¬ 
conduct. 

A [>ro[ession vl geiitlem;iu should, as far as 
possible, ctivk to the side who first euiployed 
him. 

Ill ;v proc-eediu^ for au ass.ii.U upuu the sji vaut 
of a /imiudw, a makht;U' appeared for sonic of 
the accused lo argue au appeal. Later on the 
:iamiiidac lirought prcceodiugs under S. 145, 
Griminil P. G., against the accused for the 
sa iiie ptopercy a dispute about whi b led to the 
assault. The muklitar aj'peared for the zamiii- 
d:ir. The mukhtar’s first client did not ofi'er to 
employ him nor took auv oxcoptiou to his ap¬ 
pearing in the case until the ease wus actually 
at hearing: 

Held: th\t under the tirciiiristances tiie 
uiukhtar w.is not guillv of nrofc«sion:il mis- 
conduo:. lP 3V(j 0 ,L | 

Judgrasnl.--Tliin mattor is connected 
with a repoit agair.st a certain mukluvr. 
It is said ho lia^ chanpod sides in 
bhb course of dilleiont loiptl proceedings. 
In what is admitted lo be idis -irongest 
caso agaiu.st him the charge is as follows: 
Cettain peisons weie aocussd of an as¬ 
sault upon the seivant 'of a :za;!j9iclar. 
The mukhtar appc ircl on boh.aH of one 
or more of f.he accused persons in the 
appellate Court. Tjater on the /.amin- 
dars brought tu oc'edio-i unde.' > lid, 
Orimiiial l\ G. i'iie proi>eity. tiio 
ject-inatter of tdiis •!pnliiiaGon l.v Hie 
zamiudarS: is said to Icoji tli-; -.ame 

property a dispuio about which led to 
the alleged assault. It is therefore said 
that the mukhtar ' changed sides' and 
was thereby guilty of ’anprolossioual 
conduct. It must be borne in mind iu 
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the first place fcbat when the mukhtar 
first appeared it was merely to argue an 
appeal upon the evidence that was on 

Ihe record. 

The question in dispute in the pro¬ 
ceedings under 3. 145 would be as'to 
who was in possession of the property. 
It does not necessarily follosv that the 
mukhtar received any information from 
his first clients wlien he was appearing for 
them, wliich could be used, to their pre¬ 
judice when he appeared for the zamin- 
dars in the proceeilings under 3. 1-15. 
There is nothing on the record to sliow 
jthat the fuukhtar's first clients otlored 
to employ him in the second oo.se. or 
that they took any exception to his ap- 
Ipearing in the case until the case was 
actually at hearing. Speaking gon-jrally 
it is quite clear that a professional 
gentleman should, a- far as possible, 
jstick to the side who first employed hini. 
dt might Ijo a \'ory ;;ood | ractico if when 
gentlemen wore ollered instructions in 

;any connected cate tliat: tlioy should at 

least in the first place inform their first 
client. In the present case it has not 
!been proved to our satisfaction tiiat the 
'mukhtar has been guilty of any profes¬ 
sional misconduct. 

The rule is discharged. 

^ Jinh' ‘lisell(U{fed. 

A I. R. 1915 /\llahabad 376 

llrcn,\)il>s, C. ,1. AM) JV\M;;i;,fKK, .1. 
/far /hvrsw// —I'iefondant -Apj)ellant. 

- / /t/. lilt a Jjo ! I \ os pendent. 

I' lrst .\ppoal No. 112 of 1915. Decided 
on oth Novomhor 191.5, from order of 

Sahuranpur. 

Sr iiT' Act .3 of IHOl), 

•nit J 12—Order of Collector to bring 

•uit on objection to qunnium «f share in parti- 

reveLj Partition suit of non- 

tyct Judge on Colieclcr s refusal to abide 

Dio lira,,; roveune Ctv 

i cfe.‘'V ' Dai.nin;; i^ntitien. Clio 

•'v " ‘ Tlu. Lollivior 

*u.uln an ordor s. up; V,- 

, ... lo .],.tori,uno 

la .iresiiv.i. ilnv; u,..-. u..{ done. \f(e' I ho 

''' ... .. iho < s,- 

-ol,..v ,h,. c,,,!,,,,,, 

•' '‘’■'‘'''■'-•-X' xt (h.. rudyo'M (•: ;.n-lillon 

" 01 .ho ..or, ... , 

poiic-s had -.otthd ’u> ,;.L.Vum ‘ i ho 
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Held: that no appeal lay to the District 
Judge. fp 37 y Q 

Nihal Clidnd —for Appellant. 

Surendro Nath Sen — iot Repondant. 

Judgment. This appeal arises under 
the following Qircumstances : Mukund 
Lai presented an application in the re¬ 
venue Court against Har Prasad, alleg¬ 
ing that he was entitled to three-fourths 
of the recorded property and claiming 
partition. Har Prasad filed an objection 
tliat Mukand Lai’s share was only one- 
half and the other half belonged to hion. 
This matter having come before the 
Collector he made an order under S. Ill, 
Land Revenue Act, requiring Har Prasad 
to bring a suit in the civil Court within 
three months to determine the question. 
Har Prasad never brought any such suit. 
He alleges liowever that tliere was pend¬ 
ing in the civil Court a suit for partition 
brought by Mukand Lai in respect of 
non-vovenue paying property, and that 
it was dt'cideil in that suit that they 
constituted a joint Hindu family and 
wore therefore on partition entitled to 
all the joint piioporty half and half. 
After the exp ry of three months, when 
the case again came before the Collector, 
it was found that Har Prasad had not 
complied with the order. He tried to 
make out tiiat the finding of the civil 
Court had settled the question. The Col- 
leotcr made an order in which he stated 
that the civil Court’s decision had 
nothing to do with the rsvenue-ptaying 
property. The Collector accordingly 
overruled tno objection which had been 
filed by Har Prasad. Against this order 
Har Prasad filed an appeal in the Dis¬ 
trict Judges Court. The District Judge 
held that no appeal lay to him and re- 
tiirnod the momorandimj of appeal for 
presentation t-o the proper Court. 3. 111. 
Revenue Act, provides that when an ob¬ 
jection is made by a recorded oosharei 
involving a question of proprietary title, 
one ot tiuao courses is open to the Col- 
ioctor; lie may either decline to grant 
the application until the question be 
settle i hy a eonqietent Court, or ha may 
require a:i\ party to the case to histituto 
a suit in tl)c civil Court within three 
montiis to settle the question or he may 
proceed to inquire into the merits of the 
objection himself. Cl. (3) provides that 
If this la^tniontioned course is adopted 
t'ho Collector is to foiiow the prooe- 
drro laid down i- \h^} Code of Civil 
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Procedure for the trial of original suits, 
and in that case an appeal lies to the 
District Judge S. 112 : It is clear that 
no appeal lies to the District Judge when 
the Collector makes an order under 
Cl. (a) and Cl. (b). S. Ill (l). Cl. (2) 
provides that if the Collector requires a 
party to bring a suit within three months 
and he fails to cornplj'' with the requisi¬ 
tion, the Collector must decide the ques¬ 
tion against him. It is contended on 
behalf of the appellant that he substan¬ 
tially complied with the order of the 
Collector directing him to institute a 
suit. We find that all he did was to put 
in a oefance to the effect that the family 
was a joint family and that the suit 
should be dismissed on the ground that 
air the family property had not been in¬ 
cluded in the suit. It is stated (proba¬ 
bly correctly) that the result of this 
defence was that Mukand Lars suit for 
partition in the civil Court w’as dis. 
missed. In our opinion what Har Pra¬ 
sad did was in no way a compliance with 
the order of the Collector directing Har 
Prasad to institute a suit in the civil 
Court within three months. Even if we 
assume that Har Prasad substantially 
complied with the order of the Collector 
and that the latter should have decided 
in favour of Har Prasad, the section 
does not provide for an appeal in such 
case to the District Judge. We think 
the Court below was right. We accord¬ 
ingly dismiss the appeal with costs. 

A.B./k.k. Aiypeni dismissed. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 377 

Tl'dball, J. 

Tulshi Horn —Applicant. 

V. 

Ahrar AJm-id and otiiem — Opposite 

Party. 

^ Criminal Eevn. No. 450 of 1915, De¬ 
cided on 10th July 1915. from order of 
District Magistrate, Bijnore. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898j. Chap. 12, 
St. 145 and 522 — Magistrate not compet¬ 
ent to oust one person and place another 
in possession—-This power is conferred by 
S, 522 when offence committed — District 
Magistrate's order refusing to carry out this 
order cannot be interfered in revision. 

There is no provision in Chap. r2. CiijMiuai 
B. C. -which gives a First Class ’giptiate 
power to oust oiic person and to arolher 

person in possession. The only provision ot 
the Code which entitles a Magistrate to dis¬ 
possess a person of property :u!d leplace bin 
by another person who is entitled is .o. of 


the Code, and for the imrpose of exercising 
powers therein granted it is necessary that 
there should have been a conviction of an of¬ 
fence. rp 377 G 2 ] 

.\n order of a District Magistrate declining 
to carry out such aii order passed by a First 
Class Magistrate is not open to revision. 

[B 37S C 1] 

Satim- Chandra Makerji — for Appli¬ 
cant. 

S. M. SnUiimo.n- for Opposite Party. 

B. Malcomson —for the Crown. 


Judgment.— The applicant haa cotua 
to this Court on revision in the follow¬ 
ing circurjDstances: There is a certain 
house which is in dispute between him 
and the opposite party and he applied 
to a Magistrate to take action under 
S. 145. Criminal P. C. On 5th Decem¬ 
ber 1914. the Magistrate passed an 
order under S. 145 calling upon the 
parties concerned in the dispute to at¬ 
tend his Court and to put in written 
statements of their respective claims. 
The Magistrate proceeded to make his 
enquiry and he came to the conclusion 
that Tulshi Ram ba''t been wroni^fully 
dispossessed on 25th November 191-1 by 
the opposite party. lie accordingly 
treated him as having been in posses- 
sion on the date of his order of 5Lh Do- 
comber 1914 acting under the first of 
the provisos of Cl. 4, S. 145. He there¬ 
upon passed an order under Cl (i of tiiat 
section declaring Tulshi Ram to be en¬ 
titled to possession of the house until 
evicted therefrom in due course of law 
and he forbade all distnrbaDces of sucli 
possession until such oviolion. So fur 
the order of the Magistrate appears to 
have been good and well within his 
jurisdiction. -He ho^vover added the 
following sentence: ‘‘The possession of 
the house in question will be given to 
Tulshi Ram through the police.” This 
latter portion of his order is basui ui^on 
no provision in the Code of Crimi¬ 
nal Procedure of whicli 1 am aware. 
Chap. 12 nowhere gives a First Class 
Magistrate any such power as to oust 
one person and to pi ICC another person 

in pos'ession Tiie only jirovisl'm in the 
Code oi Criminal Procedure ^vlncii on-i 
titles .\lagis} rate to ■l!sp(?:;-'ess a per-! 
:cn of i>rcperi\- unfi uplace him l-y' 
another i-erson '.v ho is onfiti : '; \z 
522 of tlie Code and tor tire pur¬ 
pose of exercising power.; thoroin granted 
it is necessaiA that- there -horlri 
ha^ebeen a conviction of an ort'en.-nj 
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This latter portion therefore of the 
Magistrate’s order that the possession 
of the house could be given to Tulshi 
Earn through the Police appears to be 
ultra vires completely, Tulshi Earn in 
good faith applied to the Magistrate to 
enforce this portion of the order. The 
Magistrate sent on the petition to the 
Superintendent of Police asking that it 
might be done and the Deputy Superin¬ 
tendent of Police might be deputed to 
see the order carried cut. The Super¬ 
intendent of Police referred the matter 
to the Di>triot Magistrate pointing out 
that the order should have come from 
the District Magistrate and expressing 
his readiness to maintain order and 
peace. He seems in his order of refer¬ 
ence to have assumed that the dispos¬ 
session was to be carried out by some 
Eevonue Official. On this the District 
Magistrate jiassed an order which is 
tlu) subject of revision that order being 
I am not going to order actual posses¬ 
sion to he given by the Police.” In 
other .words the District Magistrate 
who is the district head of tlie Police 
declined to carry out the order of the 
First Glass Magistrate that the oppo¬ 
site party sliould he dispossessed by 
the Police. 

It is against this order that Tulshi 


Ram has come to this Court in revi¬ 
sion. fn^ho ciroiimstancos of the case 
the ordoi of tlio I’^irst Class Magi.s- 
tialo being as I have pointol out ultra 
vires the District .Uagistrate’s order 
ideclining to allow the Police to he uti¬ 
lised for blio purpose of CiUTying out an 
illegal order is in my opinion a \orv 
'proi)or order Indood in which I would 
'nut interfere. It seems to mo tiiat it 
is an order which is not open to revision 
by this Court at all. lb is curious that 
under S. Llo of tlie Code tlie .Magistrate 
is allowoii bo treat a person who lias 
been wrongly and forcibly dis]iossossed 
as having been in actual i>ossussion on 
Uic date on wiiicb he passe i his initial 
order under Cl. I of the soelion wliile 
‘lie section provides no maelunerx’ under 
uiiiub or l.brougii uliich the Court may 
:-rt)coofl to remove the wrong-doer from 
;iosse-; ;ion aii i put I lui otliur man in liis 
place. \s 1 i.r as ! can •soe the remedy 
for Tul'.bl lvi;n in tlie [U'esont ease is tc 
make a complaint in respect of his 
-vronglul and foeiblo dispossession an.i 
t o prosomite the ntlior side and if tlu 


Magistrate should convict, then it would 
be open to him to apply to the Magis¬ 
trate to exercise the powers granted by 
S. 522 of the Code. It is quite clear 
that in proceeding under S. 145, as the 
law stands it is impossible for the 
Magistrate to forcibly turn out one 
person and place another in possession 
of the property. The application is 
dismissed. 

v.p./r.k. Application dismi^fied. 
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Richards, C. J. and Eafique, J. 

Kundan Lal —Plaintiff —Appellant. , 

V. 

Jdijiin Nath — Defendant—Respondent. 

Sieoond Appeal No. 1056 of 1914, De- 
cided on 9th July 1915, from decision 
Addl. Judge, Moradahad, D/- loth April 
1914. 

Contract Act (9 of 1872), S$. 60 and 61— 

In absence of appropriation payment must be 
applied to earliest debt. 

Where there ia uo appropriation of payment 
either by debtor or creditor, the payment must 
bo applied to the earliest debt due bv the defen¬ 
dant to the plaiutift'. [P 379 C 2. P 380 C 1] 

Gol itl Prasitd --ioT -\ppellanb. 

K. N. Katju —for Respondent. 

Judgment. -This appeal arises out of 
a suit upon foot of a simple money bond, 
dated lOth ^^optamber 1910. The da- 
teudaut pleaded payment. The CourS of 
first instauco dooreod tho plaintiff’s 
claim. The lower appellate Court found 
that Mio defoudaut had made a payment 
by a ehoguo, that the plaintiff had not 
made any appropriation of the payment 
and that accordingly tho payment should 
be credited to tho oarliost debt then due 
by the defendant to tho plaintiff, whioh 
was t!io bond sued upon. The lower 
Court says that tho way tdie accounts 
'Vero I'opt hetwoou ti\o plaintiff and the 
defend int was that on tho one side all 
advauce-; made by the plaintiff to the 
defendant v. ore entered and on.the other 
side all the paymoi\ts that were made to 
the pUintiff by the defendant. Ha 
seems to have been prepared to hold 
that from tho wav the account was 
kept, the plaintiff must be deemed to 
have from time to time appropriated 
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the payments to the earliest debts. The 
case however was really decided on the 
assumption that there had been no ap¬ 
propriation by either party and it is on 
this basis that the case has been argued 
before us. 

Section GO, Contract Act, is as follows: 

“Where the debtor has omitted to intimate, 
and there are no other circumstances indicating, 
to which debt the payment is to be applied, the 
creditor may apply it at his discretion to any 
lawful debt actually due and pavable to him 
from the debtor, whether its recovery is or is 
not barred by the law in force for the time being 
as to the limitation of suits.” 

Section 61 : 

“Where neither party makes any appropria¬ 
tion, the payment shall be applied in discharge 
of the debts in order of time, whether they are 
or are not barred by the law in force for the 

time being as to the limitation of suits. If the 

debts are of equal standing, the payment shall 

be applied in discharge of each proportion¬ 
ately.” 

The learned Additional Judge con- 
sidorcd that if there had been no appro¬ 
priation by either the debtor or the 
creditor, the payment must be applied 
to the earliest debt which was the bond 
•n suit. 

It is contended on behalf of the appel¬ 
lant that a creditor can make his elec¬ 
tion as to the appropriation of the pay¬ 
ments "up to the last moment,” and he 
cites the case of Seymour v. Pickett (l) 
as showing that the appropriation can 
even be made when the plaintiff is being 
examined at the trial of the case. On 
the other hand the respondents contend 
that under the provisions of S. 61, Con¬ 
tract Act, where there is no appropriation 
made by the debtor when paying the 
money or the creditor when receiving 
it, the law itself appropriates the pay¬ 
ment in the manner provided by S. 61. 
The learned vakil refers to Clayton’.^ 
case (2). At p. 605 of the report the 
Master of the .Rolls says : 

This state of the case has given rise (o 
much discussiou, as to the rules by which the 
application of indefinite pasmeuts is to be 
governed. Those rules wc probably burrowed, 
in the first instance, from the civil law. The 
leading rule, with regard to the option given, 
in the first place to the debtor, aad to the 
creditor in the second, we have taken literallv 


(1) [1905] 1 K. 71.5=74 L. J. K. B. 41.3=h2 
L. T. 519=21 T. L. R. 302. 

(2) 1 i\rer, 67-2=35 E. R. 781=15 H. R. ICl. 


from^ thence. But, according to that law, the 
election was to be made at the time of payment, 
as well in the case of the creditor as in that of 
the debtor, ‘Hn re prac^enti, hoc est ■■itadm alyue 
solutiim eat : — caeterum, postea non permit' 
titur." If neither applied the payment, the 
law made the appropriation according to certain 
rules of presumption, depending on the nature 
of the debts, or the priority in which they were 
incurred. And as it was the actual intention of 
the debtor that would, in the first iusUnee, 
have governed ; so it was his presumable inten¬ 
tion that was first resorted to .as the rule bv 
which application was to be determined. In 
the absence therefore of any e;<press declaration 
by either, the inquiry was, what application 
would be most beneficial to the debtor. The 
pryment was, conseqnently, applied to the juost 

burthensomo-debt, to one that cu-ried interest, 

rather than to that which carried iiDiie,—to );ie 
secured by a penalty, rather than to that which 
rested on a simple stipnlation:—and, if the 

debts were equal, then to that which h-..] been 

first contracted.” 


Clayton s case (2) was one in which 
there was a current account, and it was 
held that the payments must be appro¬ 
priated to the debts earliest in data. 
Clayton*s case (2) was discussed in 
monr v. Pickett (l) and also in the ca^e 
of Cory Brothers k Co v. The Oioners of 

the Turkhh StcamMp ''Mecca" (3). At 
p. 293 of the report of the last mentioned 
case Lord Macnaghten says : 

“In 1810 when Claiitnn'a c'.se (2) was (K-ciied, 
there seoms to have been authority for saving 
that the creditor was bound to make his electiou 
at once according to the rule of the civil I iw, 
or at any rate, within a reasonable time what¬ 
ever that eipression in such a conuectioT. vviv 
be taken to mean.” 

It seems to us that what the fridian 
Legislature did by Ss. 59—GI Gontricb 
Act was to adopt the rule of civil law 
with certain modilioations. Lnlo - "he 
moaning of S. 60 is that the debtor is 
to make his appiopriabion (if .uiy) at 
the time of paying and the ereditur to 
make his appropiiation (ifarn) n :.;ia 
time of receiving tho money, iti^ dilli- 
cult t.. conceive what is the meauiMc of 
S. 61 or 'now it could 'ue applied. We 
think tnat ihe view taken by Mie Cfr- irt 
below was correct, if by reason of rhe 
manner in which rbe piaintilt' i oi t G-e 
account, he i-; to be deemed lo hive 
appropriated tho payment to the dc'd of 
earliest date, there is an end to the 
case. If, on the other liand, there was 
no appropriation by eitliar debtor or 



[1S97]A. C. 286=66-L.J. 
L. T. 579=45 W. R. 607. 
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creditor, the payment must he applied 
to the earliest debt due by the defen¬ 
dant to the plaintiff. This was the 
bond in suit. We dismiss the appeal 
with costs, including in this Court fees 
on the higher scale. 

V.B./p.K, Appeal , 
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Piggott, J. 

Sok-di hal — Applicant. 


V. 

Kvi ijcror —Opj)osit 0 Party. 

Criminal Rovn. No. .s07 of 1915, Deci¬ 
ded on Pith November 1915, from order 
of Sess. Jiidg«\ Meerut. 

la) Criminal P. C. (5 of 18981 Ss. 235. 236 
and 239 Offences under Ss. 403 and 417, 
Penal Code, can be tried together if facts 
alleged constitute one transaction--Burdcn of 
proving one transaction is on prosecution. 

Whore ;i»i ,ici:a.> 0 (l person is c-liirgod of having 
deocivi't .1 rin \l otfivor in ol‘t lining ••ertain 
papor.. Irotn iiim und also of having ini.suppro- 
pri ited :i cotfuiu sniu of the pro.>ccution 

iseiuitl-'l to :x>k 'he Conrl lo go into l)oth tho 
charges at n singio trial, [n'ovidod it, t’kes upon 
itsoll i)i(* luirdou of proving that tlio facts 
allegoil ugiinst tho aociisod, aro in fact so con- 
noctod together ns to form p.irls of tho same 
tran.sn.-tion, oi to he otlierwiso triahle at u 
single trill under tho iirovisions of Ss,‘28') and 
23t), (’rimiu il i*. C. [ I* 0 11 

(b) Penal Code (45 of 1860), S. 403 -- 
Meaning of misappropriation explained — 
Dishonesty is essential. 

Inconuosion witii S. tOO. 1. P. O., the vorh 
lo aiiproprialo” incins setting iip.irt for or 
assiguin;: to a pirticiilir pcrs«’n or use and lo 
'‘mis I'lDnairiato” means to sol ap.^rt for or 
assign lo Uio wrong porsju or :i wrong use, and 
thh ai‘i must lie done disiioncsllv. ^9 8Sl C 2 

/^ L. liancrji —for Applicant. 

Assis/a/ii Goct. AAvoratf — (or tdio 
Crown. 


Jiulginent. Tliis is :u\ application ii 

ro\iAon li>-one Sohan Dai. The appli 

can' was trio i and convicted In a Magis 

trail) on a coinposilo chaii;e purportiiu 

to be laid iinder Ss. lOd nnd tl7, 1. \\C. 

and received concurrent sentences o 

imprisonnient. t'n appeal, tlie learno. 

Session.'i .lud,‘;o ba-; ’.naintaiiie.l tlio con 
• ^ 

\ic..oas , 1 -. recorded, iuit has set asitli 
I'ini ailwiico-’ ol i II'.pi iaonniont and ini 
posed in lioii ilhnoLil cunmlativo sen 
ton JUS ol lino a-gro-.iting D-. 'doth Tlu 
osMjni'il (acU max bo .11 ed a^ lollow> 
>'o!i:i’i Dal \\:i> the >er\:m! of a land 
lio: ler n iinoi! S.irvi De .am. I’beu 
tun, l.'jen ilisputes bol‘\VOon tbis lady aiu' 
aiu'iii'f ’o-bai',!; ill 1^3, m.tbil. ouliui 
:;i a piiMfion winch bad linallx 
liceii s''-flol b\ the roxoiuio t’ourt> ami 


ordered to take effect from the month of 
July 1915. In order to avoid disputes 
between the parties in the interval be¬ 
fore the partition was to take effect, the 
Collector had exercised his powers under 
S. 45. United Provinces Land Revenue 
Act 3 of 1901, anl appointed the other 
oosharer, Mehar Ohand, an additional 
lambardar for tho mahal in which he 
and Mt. Savvi Begam were both oo- 
sharers, and of which Mt. Sarvi Begam 
had hitherto been the sole lambardar. 
The Magistrate who tried this case in 
tho first instance thoroughly appreciated 
this point, but tho learned Sessions Judge 
seems to have hsen under some misap¬ 
prehension concerning it. There could 
not ho a separate lambardar for the 
mahal known as ‘ Mahal Bindraban," 
this being the name of the mahal as¬ 
signed to Mehar Chand on partition, 
because no such mahal bad yet come 
into axistenoa. The intention of the Col¬ 
lector. no doubt, was that Mehar Chand 
should exercise all tho powers, perform 
all the duties and enjoy all the rights of 
a lambardar in respect of that portion of 
Mahal Sarvi Begam which had been 
assigned to him under tho partition. 

Under these circumstances, an em¬ 
ployee of the Canal Department went to 
Mie village, bringing with him the jaiua- 
handis or statements of account, showing 
the ai roars of canal duos requiring to be 
realized from cultivators belonging to 
Mahal Sarvi Begam. This work of 
realization is ordinarily performed by 
the lainbardars, who are enabled, by the 
exercise of due diligence, to earn a small 
remuneration in tho form of a percentage 
on ‘the dues ocllooted. In accordance 
with the Collootor's order, the effect of 
wliich had been properly appreciated by 
tliQ revenue authorities, two separate 
jamahandis or statements of account had 
been pie-pared, one for that portion of 
tlie mahal of which Sarvi Begam was 
l:\inhardai, and anotlior for that portion 
of tho mahal of which Mohar Chand had 
boon appointed additional landmrdar. 
Tbo olhoi:il entrusted with ti»o convey¬ 
ance.' of tlieso jamahandis handed them 
both over to Soii.xn Dal. Tho latter pro- 
ooedod to make all the necessary collec¬ 
tions for the entire mahal in the name 
of hi^ luiat loss. Mt. Sarvi Begara. He 
paid (ho money so collooted in at the 
tahsiD roooived the percentage duo to tlu 
lainlnirdar tor collections made with due- 
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diligence, and paid over fcbe money so 
received to. hia mistress, Sarvi Begam. 
Thera is no suggestion that he'made any¬ 
thing for himself out of the transaction. 
He has been convicted of having deceived 
the canal official and thereby obtained 
possession of the jamabandi which was 
intended for Mehar Chand, and he has 
been further convicted of having cri¬ 
minally misappropriated that portion of 
the canal dues which v^’as paid to him 
on account of collections made in Mehar 
Chand’s division of the mahal. Tt is 
contended before me that both convic¬ 
tions are bad in law, and that in any 
case, the trial is bad, as the two alleged 
offences were* not part of the same 
transaction and should not have been 
tried together. With regard to the al- 
ileged misjoinder of charges, my opinion 
Is that the prosecution was entitled to 
ask the Court to go into the whole matter 
at a single trial, provided it took upon 
itself the burden of proving that all the 
facts alleged against the accused, were 
in fact so connected together as to form 
parts of the same transaction, or to be 
otherwise triable at a single trial under 
the provisions of Ss. 235 and 236, Civil 
P. C. This involves the further condi¬ 
tion that, if the prosecution failed to. 
make this out, the joint trial would be 
defective in law, 

In the view which I take of the facts 
of this case, I need not labour on this 
point further. It seems to me that prac¬ 
tically the prosecution assumed the 
burden of proving that the obtaining of 
a jartiabandi for Mehar Cband’s division 
■of the mahal, was deliberately done by 
the accused Sohan Lal, in order to 
•enable him to collect dues appertaining 
to the said division of the mahal and to 
deprive Mehar Chand of the opportunity 
of earning the lambardar’s remuneration 
in respect of such dues. I do not tiunk 
that anything of the sort is made out by 
the evidence on the record. The Magis¬ 
trate who tried the case was inclined to 
doubt the evidence of Muhammad Sadiq, 
the peon who handed over the jamaban- 
dis to Sohan Lal. The learned Sessions 
Tudge sees no reason to disbelieve the 
witness; but obviously his evidence does 
not prove anything regarding Sohan 
Lai’s intentions at the time when he 
accepted delivery of the two jamabandis. 
When it is sought to establish the offence 
of cheating on the basis, nob of any false 


representation with regard to past events 
or existing facts, but on the basis of a 
promise as to something to be done in 
the future, the prosecution is often faced 
with this difficulty, that it has to prove 
that the person making the promise had 
no intention at the time of perfcrming 
it. .\s5uming Muhammad Sadiq’s evi¬ 
dence to be true as it stands, it would 
not, in my opinion, he safe to infer from 
this evidence that Sohan Lal did not at 
the time intend to pass on one of ‘he 
two jamabandis left with him, to Mehar 
Chand. As regards the charce of crimi¬ 
nal misappropriation, I am not prepared 
to liold that there is on this record suffi¬ 
cient evidence of dishonest intention on 
the part of Sohan Lal to warrant his 
conviction. The question of the res¬ 
pective rights and duties of the original 
lainhardav and the additional laml.ardar 
of Mahal Sarvi Begam is not in itself 
absolutely clear, and may well have 
seemed extremely doubtful to the persons 
principally concerned. Sohan Lal was. 
after all, a servant acting under the 
orders and in the interests of his mis¬ 
tress. I am nob prepared to assume 
against him that ha knew he was causing 
wrongful gain to his mistress, or wrong¬ 
ful loss to Mehar Chand. by collecting 
these canal dues and receiving the re¬ 
muneration therefor. There is no ques¬ 
tion in the present case of dishonest 
conversion of money to his own use by 
the person accused. The charge is there¬ 
fore based on the words ''whoever dis¬ 
honestly misappropriates'’ The verb “to 
appropriate” in this connexion means 
“setting apart for, or assigning to, a parti- 
cular person or use;” and to misappo- 
priate,'’ no doubt D:tean3“to set apart fori 
or assign to the wrong person or a wrong 
use” and this act must be done dis¬ 
honestly. The evidence on the record 
does not satisfy me that when 8ohan 
Lil handed over to his mistress the 
money, which was after all only the duo 
payment for work which he had himself 
performed, he was acting dishonestly 
within the meaning of that word as 
used in the Indian Penal Code. I there¬ 
fore accept this application, set aside 
the conviction and sentence in this case 
and acquit Sedan Lal of the offence 
charged. The fine, if paid, must he re¬ 
funded. 

V.p/.R K. Ap])' U' 7. 
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Knox, J. 

Partap Singh and anothei —Plaintiffs 
—Appellants. 

V, 

Dhum Singh and another —Defendants 
—Kespondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1283 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 8th July 1015, from decree of 
Dist. Judge, Saharanpur. 

Eesements Act (5 of 1882), S. CO —License 
coupled with transfer of interest is irrevoc¬ 
able. 

A grant of a license coupled with a transfer 
of interest cannot be revoked. [P 383 C Ij 

Dihal Chand —for Appellants. 

S. A. Haidar —for Kespondents. 

Judgment. —The plaintiffs are the 
appellants in this Court. They come to 
Court as zamindars of a village in Debra 
Dun. They say that tho defendant, 
Dhum Singh, is a tenant of a certain 
plot of land in that village, that the de¬ 
fendant, Dhum Singh, and his son, Bal- 
bir Singh, inembors of a joint Hindu 
family, have cut down a number of 
kokat trees which stood on the land be¬ 
longing to the appellants. They prayed 
for a decree for Rs. 50 on account of the 
price of trees out down, Ks. 25 as actual 
and deterrent damages and for perpetual 
injunction restraining tho defendants 
from interfering in any way in future 
with the jungle. Tire respondents plead 
that there is a custom whereby tlio ten¬ 
ants are authorized in this village to 
use the jungle of tho zamindars. They 
say that they liavo all along cut wood 
from tho said jungle for their own use and 
stored it. i'liis cutting is continod to 
kokat trees which I mdorstand to mean 
trees mainly used for firewood. Both 
tho Courts iiave found tiio custom sot up 
bv the respondents nob proved. Behind 
that tinding in second appeal 1 cannot 
go. At tho same time the uuostion raised 
is a very big (juostion and it may bo 
doubted whoilior tho decision about ou-^, 
tom has boon rightly arrived at.lf.tas 
I s 'J i hoforo 1 cannot go hohii.d i'., in 
socoiul ai'poal and I am bound by it so 
far IS t iiscaso is oonoornod. Both tho 
Ch;uvts iiavo Found it. proved tbaoino 
tenants in this village have been al¬ 
lowed by tlio predeoo^sor-in-intorest of 
tho appellants to cut firewood free of 
chill go in lan<l belonging to tlio appel¬ 
lants, and out of this they ba\o con¬ 
strued a lieoiiso granted by tho appol- 
lan!’- predecessors to tho respondents to 


go upon the land in possession of the 
then zamindars and to cut firewood free 
of charge. The lower appellate Court 
then went on to consider whether that 
license has been specifically revoked. It 
came to the conclusion that it had been 
specifically revoked when the present 
suit was brought. It accordingly de¬ 
creed the claim for injunction, but dis- 
missed the claim for damages. 

The appellants come into this Court 
and take the plea that after the trans¬ 
fer fiom the predecessor of the present 
appellants, the action of the defen¬ 
dants in cutting firewood was unautho¬ 
rized and they are liable to pay damages 
found due by the first Court. I do not 
quite understand why they took the first 
pilea in their memorandum of appeal, 
viz., that under S. 62, Hasements Act, 
the license granted by the former zamin- 
dar may be deemed to have been revoked 
when he sold his rights in the village 
to tho plaintiffs. This plea has however 
been taken and I go on to consider it. 
It has been contended on the opposite 
side that the license in the present case 
is not a mere license, such as would be 
the case if the respondents had been 
granted permission merely to go upon 
tho land of the zamindar. There was, 
the contention runs, a license coupled 
with a grant, license to go upon the land 
coupled with the grant to out and take 
firewood from the land. In support of 
this contention I was referred to a pass¬ 
age in the Tagore Law Lectures of Mr, 
Poacook on the law relating to Ease¬ 
ments in British India. Reference is 
there made to the case of Thomas v. 
Sorreli {[). Apparently the Court's li¬ 
brary does not possess a copy of Vau¬ 
ghan, but the passage in question i^ill 
also ho found in the case of TToofi v, 
Leddhitter (2) in which Vaughan, L. C. J., 
is reported .'vs saying in the course of his 
judgment : 

A dis;iou5!\tioii or licence properly passotb 
no iiuoK'Sl, uor alters or tr.instovs property in 
auythmp, but only maker au action lawful, 
which wilbout it hod boon uulwvfnb As a 
license to bovoinl tho '^eas. to bunt iu a 
inau>puk.to coiwc Into his house, are only 
actions which, without license, Vaul been un* 
l.iwful. Put license to hunt in a man's park, 
and carry away tho doer killed lo hiaownuse, 
to cut down a tree in a man’s ground, and to 
cairv it rtwav the uo.<t dav after to bis own use 

• • % I 

(fll Vaughan K. K. lOOe. 

12) flS-lol 13M.A-\V. S^8:=ll L. T. Kx. 161 

^ T __I'r^ IN 
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are licenses as to the acts of hunting and cut¬ 
ting down the tree, but as to the carrying awav 
of the deer killed and tree cut down, thev are 
grants.” 

This case has been applied in Pro- 
sonnet Coomar Singha v. Ram Coomar 
Ghose (3). Petherara, C. J., in that case 
held that the law in this matter (this 
was anterior to the passing of the Ease¬ 
ment Act) 

“ is the same in this country as it is in Eng¬ 
land, there being so far as we can see no com¬ 
mon law ill this country on the subject and no 
statutory law either. The law in England is 
clearly laid down in the case of Wood v. head- 
bitter (2). The Courts have acted upon the law 
as there laid down ever since, and it has always 
been held to be good law and binding upon 
them. That ease decided that the license to go 
upon another man’s land unless coupled with a 
grant, was revocable at the will of the grantor, 
subject to the right of the other to damages if 
the license were revoked contrary to the terms 
of any express or implied grant.” 

I notice that in that case the very 
point taken in this case was also taken 
for the first time before the High Court. 

Holding as I do that this is the law 
of the subject even after the passing of 
Act 5 of 1882, the case appears to me 
to come within S. 60, _ Act 5 of 1882. 
When the transfer was made, the trans¬ 
feree had no higher right than his 
transferor. The transferor was not in 
a position to revoke the grant or the 
license, because the latter was coupled 
with a transfer of property and such 
transfer is in force. I am all the better 
able to hold this, because as I said in 
the beginning of my judgment the con¬ 
trary holding would be a matter of great 
importance in the Dun. 

The result is that the appeal is dis¬ 
missed, The decree of the lower appel¬ 
late Court is set aside and the plaintill’s 
suit dismissed with costs in all Courts. 
IJnder the circumstances I do not think 
it necessary to take up the memorandum 
of objections. They fall and disappear 
with the result of the case. 

V.B./R.K ._ AppeaI dismisfu’d. 

(3) [1860] IG Oaf. Gib. ' ' ' 
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EICHA iDS, C. r. AXD Iir.GOTT, J. 

Rajmav'jal Misir and 06/.'C/'.s—Plaintiffs 
—Appellants. 

V. 

7.{athiir y Dubain and anothei —Defen¬ 
dants—Eespoudents. 

Second Appeal No. 888 uf lOM, De¬ 
cided on 1st July 1915, from decree of 
the Addl. Judge, Gorakhpur. 


(a) Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 33—Evi¬ 
dence of deceased witness in ex parte pro- 
ceedf'ngs when summons not proved to be 
served is not admissible in the suit when 
restored. 

A witness was examined in a suit on a bond 
to prove its execution. The suit was decreed 
ex parte. At the instance of the defendant 
the decree was set aside and the case was res* 
tcred to its original number. In the meantime 
the witness died. His statement was sought to 
be relied on to prove execution : 

Reldi that the fact of the service of process 
before the passing of the ex parte decree, not 
having been proved, the statement of the wit¬ 
ness as to the execution of the document was 
not admissible in evidence under S. 33, Evi¬ 
dence Act. I^p Q 2 ] 

(b) Evidence Act {1 of 1872), S. 70—S. 70 
does not include admission of execution be¬ 
fore registering officer. 

The “admission” referred to in S. 70, Evi¬ 
dence Act, is an admission in the course of the 
very proceedings, for example, made in the 
pleadings or by a party himself in his examina¬ 
tion. The admission of the execution of a docu¬ 
ment by the e.xecutant before the Sub-Re«istrar 

as contained in the certificate endorsed on the 

document is not sufficient proof of its execution 
when a suit is brought on it. [P 38i Q 2] 

Kailas Nath Katju for Isiuar Sarayi — 
for Eespondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit on foot of a mortgage, dated 3rd 
February 1888. The original amount 
secured was Rs. 251. The amount 
claimed for principal and interest is 
Rs. 1,384. There is no allegation of any 
payment upon foot of principal or in¬ 
terest from the time of the execution of 
the deed, and the suit was not instituted 
until lOfch August 1909, that is to say, in 
or about twenty-oTie years after the al¬ 
leged 0 'cocuticn of the morigage. De¬ 
fendant! is the widow o the alleged 
original mortgagor, one Bc-ndi'u Dube. 
Defendant 2 is alleged to be a suose-jnent 
tian>feroo rt an auction t'alo -held on 
foot of another mortgage allegtdtobe 
puisne to ihi mertgago n suit. An ex 
parte decree v, as obtained on 30th No¬ 
vember 1909. This ex parte decree was 
set aside rn 2l3t Tamiary .[OlJon the 
applications of . Mathura, j.lain- 
Li'l 1, who si-.tished .be Court that she 
had not be^^n served witli tlio process. 
AVboi- the C ourt was granting th le-^ree 
ex parte, a vvitness of the n tmo o ixi ,eo 
was produced who .stated uat he was 
the 5ol0 surviving at.estino wi no.^sto 
the mortgage and that he biJ i sesn the 
bond executed by Bandhu. He'^Mntiii- 
ed the signature of Ban.I'm and ‘ own. 
The ex parte decree having been set aside 
as already stated, the plaintifi was 
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called upon to prove bis case as in a 
contested suit. Meanwhile Baldeo had 
died. A witness was produced who at¬ 
tempted to prove that the signature of 
Baldeo was in the handwriting ‘of the 
latter. He was unable to say that he 
had ever seen Baldeo write or that he 
had ever received documents purporting 
to have been written by Baldeo in 
answer to documents written by him or 
that documents written by Baldeo had 
in the ordinary course of business been 
habitually submitted to him. In other 
words, be was una'ole to say that he 
was “acquainted” with the handwriting 
of Baldeo. Under these circumstances 
the Court of first instance held that the 
plaintiffs had failed to prove the morl- 
^ag(3 sued upon and dismissed the suit. 
The lower appellate Court confirmed 
the decree of the Court of first instance. 

In second appeal to this Court it has 
been contended that the evidence of 
Baldeo given at the time the ex parte 
decree was granted should have been 
admitted as evidence of the duo execu¬ 
tion of tlie document. S. 33, Bvidence Act, 
provides, amongst other tilings, that 
the evidence given hy a witness in a 
judicial proceeding is relevant for the 
purpose of proving in a subseciuont 
pilicial ju’ocooding, or at a later stage 
of the same judicial proceeding, the truth 
of the facts which it states wlien the 
witness is dead. It is under this sec- 
l ion that the appellants contend that 
the evidence of Baldeo should have been 
admitted hy tlie Courts below. There 
is liowever a proviso to tlio section that 
before the evidonco of a deceased wit¬ 
ness can bo admitted, it must be shown 
that the adverse party in the lirst. pro¬ 
ceedings had the opportunity of cross- 
examination. So far as Mt. Mathura is 
concornod it is clear that she lird no 
such opportunity, it having been found 
hy tlie ()ourt that she was never served 
with the lU’ocess prior to tlie granting of 
ox pirto decree. It is contended 
tliat as dofondiint '2 di»l not apply to 
liavo the ox parte decree set aside, it 
must 1)0 taken that ho had an opportuni- 


jby of oross-oxamining tdie witness. The 
affidavit of the process server, made in 
the absonco of defendant 2 when the 
suit was first instituted, is relied on. In 
our opinion this is not sufiieient. If i' 
was iiitonded to use the statement of 
ikildeo as ovi lone,' i-Uainst defendant l2 


it would at least have been necessary to 
prove by the oral evidence of the wit¬ 
ness who had served him with the pro-i 
cess, or the fact of service It was not 
sufficient to refer to the ordinary affida¬ 
vit of service made by the process server. 

It is unnecesary to decide whether if the 
process-server had been produced, bis 
evidence would have been sufficient to 
entitle the plaintiffs to put the evidence 
of Baldeo, but it seems to us clear that 
without the evidence of the process- 
server the evidence of Baldeo was not 
admissible against either of the defen¬ 
dants. There was no evidence of the' 
execution or due attestation of the docu¬ 
ment sued upon. 

It was next contended that the certi¬ 
ficate of the Registrar endorsed upon 
the bond proves an admission by Ban- 
dhu that he executed the document, 
and reliance is placed upon S. 70, Evi¬ 
dence Act. This section provides that 
admission of a party to an attested doou- 
inont of its execution by himself shall 
be sufficient j)roof of its execution as 
against him, though it be a document 
required by law to be attested. It seems 
to us that the admission referred to in 
this section is an admission in the 
course of the very proceedings, for exam* 
plo, made in the pleadings or by a party 
himself in his examination. The con- 
tontion is that the certilicate containsj 
an admission by Bandhu and that under, 
the provisions of S. (iO, Cl. (2), the certi¬ 
ficate of the Kegisbrar is sufficient proof 
that Bandhu made the admission. In 
our opinion this contention goes much 
too far. The oertifioato endorsed by 
the registering officer upon a documentj 
which requires registration is evidence 
that all the provisions of the Begistra-i 
tion Act have been duly performed. 

It may bo said that the plaintiffs have 
been somewhat unfortunate. They have 
thomsolves to blame in the first place, 
beoaiiso thov waited so long before in- 
'^tituting their present suit. But for the 
period of grace allowed by the recent 
Ijimitation Act the suit would have been 
barred by time. If the finding of the 
Court lielow was correct that the defen¬ 
dants or at least one of them was not 
duly served, this also was the fault c( 
tlie plaintiffs. Tlie appeal fails and is 
dismissed with costs. 

v.p./k.k. 


Appc'i' d/.smiwt?. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Sheon'indan and another —Applicants. 

V. 

Emperor—Opposite Party. 

Orinainal Revn. Petn. No. 700 of 1915, 
Decided on 30fch October 1915, from 
order of Sess. Judge, Jaunpur. 

Penal Code (45 of 1860), St. 380, 201 and 
‘511—Accused stale forged promissory note 
‘from file of suit by entering inner verandah 
of house of official and on pursuit tore the 
-note—Accused held guilty under S. 380 and 
-also Ss. 201/511. 

The accuped brought a civil suit in the Court 
of the Subordinate Judge of Monghyr on the 
■basis of a forged promissory note. The file of 
the case was sent for and kept in the Court of 
tibe Additional Munsif of Jaunpur being re¬ 
quired in connexion with a suit pending in that 
Court, and it somehow found its way to the 
house of an official of the Court. The accused 
-got into the inner verandah of the house and 
removed the forged promissory note from the 
'file. From that place, on being pursued, they 
tore it to pieces. 

Held : that they were guilty of an offence 
-under S. 390. I. P. C. 

Held further : that they were also guilty 
- under S. 201, 511 of the Penal Code.[P 337 0 1,2] 

Hamilton —for Applicants. 

Government Pleader —for the Crown. 

Judgment.— The two appellants, Sheo 
"Nandan and Babu Nandan, were com¬ 
mitted for trial on charges alleging 
against both of them the commission of 
oSenoes punishable under Ss. 380 and 
201, I. P. C. The charges were amended 
by the Sessions Judge, although under 
■the oiroumstanoes, it does not seem to 
me that there is any clear reason why 
he should not have been content to 
proceed with the charges as originally 
Iramed, unless indeed, as I shall have 
■occasion to remark presently, he was 
nrepared to add a further charge against 
Sheo Nandan alone. However in the 
rosalt both the accused were convicted 
on the charge under S. 380, 1. P. C., and 
sentenced to rigorous imprisonment for 
three years each. Babu Nandan alone 
was convicted on the charge under S. 201, 
I. P, 0., and sentenced to a further period 
of rigorous imprisonment for throe years. 
The essential facts put forward by the 
prosecution in this cisa, may he stated 
thus : There was in the dourb of the 
Subordinate Judge of Monghyr the record 
of a certain suit filed on the i)a3is of a 
promissory note. That promissory note 
was forged and the accused Sheo Nandan 
who instituted the said suit, had been 
.guilty in so doing of an offence puuish- 
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abla under S. 471, I. P. 0., namely using 
as genuine a document which he knew to 
be a iorged document, and possibly also 
of the substantive offence of forgin^^the 
said document, punishable under S.^467 
1. P. C,, inasmuch as the promissory noto 
in question purported to be a valuable 
security. Under oiroumstanoes which 
need not be set forth in detail, the record 
in question was sent from the Court of 
the Subordinate Judge of Monghyr to 
Jaunpur, where it was eventually"’ placed 
in the custody of the Additional Munsif 
of Jaunpur being required as an exhibit 
in connexion with a suit pending in that 
Court. On 3rd May 1915 the fiie^received 
from Monghyr Court somehow found its 
way to a certain house in the city of 
Jaunpur which was jointly inhabitod by 
two officials'belonging to the Court of 
the Additional Munsif, namely, Babu 
Lai, suits clerk, and Sheo Dyal, decree- 
writer. 

The accused Sheo Nandan and Babu 
Nandan are alleged to have gone to 
the said house, to have obtained access 
to the Monghyr file and to have removed 
from it two papers, namely the forged 
promissory note and the list of docu¬ 
ments along with which the pro-note had 
been filed in the Monghyr Court. They 
ran away from the house with these two 
papers in their possession. Being pursued 
they endeavoured to destory the same hy 
tearing them. They wei’a however cij)/- 
tured, and the two papeis were recovered. 
In the Sessions Court, the case Avas tried 
at length on the facts, the accused poi¬ 
sons denying practically all the allega¬ 
tions against them and producing oviderMio 
in support of an alibi. The only adm--* 
sion of any consequence made hy either 
of the accused, was that Sheo Nand;i,n 
did finally admit the promissorv' note 
before tJie Court to be the one which he 
had produced in the Court of the Sufior- 
dinabe Judge at Monghyr in support of 
the claim mado by him in that Court. 
On the evidence before him, the Sessions 
Judge came to the conclusion that both 
the accused had been guilty or fciiefo ai 
th^se two papers and hid committed tiiis 
offence in a iinilding ii^o 1 a-alucom 
dwelling, namely, the house occupied by 
the witnesses Idahu Lai and Sheo Dyal. 
Ho hel.l on the st-rongrli of various re¬ 
ported decisions of this Court that Siieo 
Nandan, being proved by the evidenco to 
have committed the offence of forgery or 
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o£ using as genyine a forged document in 
connexion with which the charge under 
S. 201, I. P. 0., was framed, could, not 
himself be tried or convicted of causing 
evidence to disappear under the provi¬ 
sions of the latter section. He held this 
offence to be proved against Babu Nandan, 
convicted him on the charge'under S. 201, 
I. P. 0.,.and sentenced him to a further 
period of rigorous imprisonment for three 
j'ears. 

In support of the appeal filed in 
this Court, I have not been asked to 
examine in full detail the evidence with 
regard to most of the questions of fact 
which were contested in the Court below, 
I accept the finding of the learned Ses¬ 
sions Judge that the alibi evidence pro¬ 
duced by the accused in his Court is 
unworthy of credit. I hold it to be proved 
by overwhelming evidence that, on the 
date set forth in the charge, the accused 
Sheo Nandan and Babu Nandan were 
seen running away from the house already 
referred to with the witnesses J^abu Lai 
and Sheo Dyal in pursuit of them. They 
were captured and the two papers set 
forth in the charge, namely the forged 
promissory note and the list of documents 
wore recovered from the possession of 
one or other of them. NYith reference to 
the charge under S. 201. I. V. C., I have 
further examined the evidence on the 
strength of which the learned Sessions 
Judge has come to the conclusion that 
tlie olVonce of forgery, and therefore also 
the offence of using as genuine a forged 
document, had been committed in respect 
of the promissory note in question, and 
1 concur in the finding arrived at by the 
Court below on this point. It remains 
for mo however to consider a number of 
arguments which have been addressed to 
me with regard to the propriety of the 
convictions aflirmod by the Court below, 
and with a view mainly to obtaining a 
substantial reduction of sentence by re¬ 
ducing the olTenco of which the appellants 
have boon coiiviofed either to one of 
simple theft under S. 370, I. P. C., or 
possibly to one of simple mischief under 
S. I. I*. C. In tlii s connexion it has 
boon necessary to examine witli care the 
evidence given by the witnesses Babu 
Ijal and Sheo Dyal. TIioso men were in 
a dillicult position, undoubtedly the re¬ 
cord in (piostion. namely the tile of the 
suit received from tlio Mongbyr Court 
ought not to have been in the place 
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where it was at the time* refetred to in 
the charge. Neither Babu Lai nor Sheo 
Dyal bad any business to remove that 
record from the safe custody of the Court 
of the Additional Munsif, and one or the 
other of them was guilty of misconduct 
and liable to departmental punishmenk- 
for having so removed it. It is not to be 
wondered at under the oiroumstanoes 
that each of these men endeavoured in 
his evidence to throw the blame upon 
the other, and that the statements of 
neither of them as to the precise oiroum- 
stauces under which that record came to- 
be at their house, or I may add, to the 
precise circumstances under which tbo 
accused Sheo Nandan and Babu Nandan 
put in their appearance, can be accepted 
as reliable. After allowing all due weight 
to these considerations I am nevertheless 
fully satisfied that the offence of theft in- 
respect of these two papers was com¬ 
mitted by the appellants Sheo Nandan 
and Babu Nandan acting in concert, and 
was so committed that it is not material 
for the Court, in view of the provisions 
of S. 31, I. P. C., to determine with cer¬ 
tainty which of the accused actually re¬ 
moved either or both of the documents. 
There is clear and satisfactory evidence, 
apart from the statements of Babu Lai 
and Sheo Dyal, that the two accused ran 
out of the house with the aforesaid wit> 
nesses in pursuit, that they were captured 
at no great distance of the said house and 
that the two papers which formed the 
subject-matter of the theft, were re¬ 
covered from the possession of ono 
or either of them in a damaged oSndi- 
tion. 

I therefore regard the evidence as- 
proving that the papers in question 
had been taken from the possession of 
Babu Ijal, or of Sheo Dyal, or of both 
of thorn, without the consent of either of 
them; and taking the oiroumstanoes of 
the case as a whole I have no doubt that 
they had been taken dishonestly. With 
regard to the applicability of S. 380,. 
I. P. C.. rather than S. 379, I. P. C., it 
does not appear to me that the cross-ex¬ 
amination of the prosecution witnesses in 
the Court below was very specifically 
directed to the point which has been 
made before me in argument. So far ast 
the evidence goes, it seems to me to, 
show that the theft took place in ai 
verandah of the house situated on the 
inner side of the main door, and ob-> 
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viously forming part of a building used 
as a human dwelling within the meaning 
lof S. 380, I. P. G. A further question 
has been raised as to whether theft of 
property from the person of the com¬ 
plainant would be liable to enhanced 
punishment provided by S. 380,1. P. C., 
merely because the complainant in ques¬ 
tion happened at the time to be in some 
building. As a matter of fact, in the 
great majority of cases, such a question 
would be otiose because if a Court felt 
any doubt about applying S. 380, I. P. C. 
it could feel no hesitation in convicting 
under b. 451, I. P. C. In the particular 
case now before me, I am content to say 
that, although the evidence of Babu Lai 
and Sbeo Dyal, as to the precise oircum* 
stances under which the accused suc¬ 
ceeded in effecting the removal of these 
papers, is conflicting and unreliable, it is 
certain on the evidence as a whole that 
the papers were removed ’from the file 
while the tile was in the verandah of the 
house, and cannot reasonably be said to 
have been removed from the person of 
Babu Lai or of Sheo Lyal. I am satis¬ 
fied therefore that the conviction under 
S. 380, I P. 0., was right and proper. 
With regard to the conviction of Babu 
Nandan under S. 201, I. P. C., a number 
of questions have been raised. I think 
the Court below in trying this charge 
was bound to come to a finding as to 
whether an offence under S. 467, or 
S. 471, I. P. C., had or had not been com¬ 
mitted. As already stated, I concur in 
the finding which the learned Sessions 
Judge has arrived at <on this point. It 
is however clear to me that no offence 
punishable under S, 201, I. P. C., was 
actually completed. The evidence the 
disappearance of which it*was desired to 
cause, consisted of the two papers in res¬ 
pect of which the accused have been con¬ 
victed of theft, and then the papers can¬ 
not be said to have disappeared within 
the meaning of S. 201, I. P. C. They 
were recovered in a damaged conditioD 4 
but for evidential purposes, so far as 
concerns the alleged offences under S*? 
467 and 471, I. P. C., they are complete 
and fully available for the purposes of 
justice. 

I should not be prepared to say that in 
this case there had been even a tempo¬ 
rary disappearance setting aside the 
further question of law whether a 
temporary disappearance would be suffi- 
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cient to fulfil the requirements of the 
section. Babu Nandan therefore can 
only be convicted on this part of the 
case of having -attempted to cause the 
disappearance of these .papers, that is to 
say, of an offence punishable under Ss. 
201 and 511, I. P. C,, and 1 am satisfiedj 
that the maximum punishment which' 
could be inflicted upon him under these 
sections, would be one of rigorous im¬ 
prisonment for a period of one and a half 
years. The question whether Sheo 
Nandan could or should at this trial 
have been further charged with offences 
under Ss. 471 or 467, I. P. C., and of the 
legal effect of his not having been so 
charged or convicted, does not now arise; 
hut I am satisfied that there had been 
misjoinder of persons or charges in the 
Court below so far as the trial actually 
went. The position is perhaps a little 
awkward, in view of the fact that Sheo 
Nandan could not be convicted of any 
offence under S. 201, I. P. C. while ha 
was undoubtedly guilty of the offence 
under S. 380, I. P. C., jointly committed 
by himself and Babu Nandan in the 
course of the same transaction. At any 
rate there was nothing illegal about the 
joint trial as held. I shall have to inter¬ 
fere with the conviction and sentence in 
the case of Babu Nandan for the reasons 
already stated and taking all the circum¬ 
stances of the case into consideration, I 
am prepared to say that a severer punish, 
ment than rigorous imprisonment for 
a total period of three years seems to be 
required against this man in the interests 
of justice. The result is that I dismiss 
the appeal of Sheo Nandan. In the case 
of Babu Nandan, I affirm the conviction 
and sentence under 'S. 380, I. P. C, On 
the othr charge I direct that the convic- 
tion be altered to one under Ss. 201 and 
511, I. P. C., and the sentence reduced to 
one of rigorous imprisonment for one 
year, and I further direct that this latter 
sentence shall run concurrently with the 
sentence of three years’ rigorous im¬ 
prisonment passed on the conviction 
under S. 380, I, P. C. 
v.B./r.K. Coni'ictiona affinnech 
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Knox, J, 

Durga Prasad and another — Accused 
—Applicants. 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Bevn. Petn. No. 177 of 1915, 
Decided on 3rd August 1915, from order 
of Dist. Magistrate, Banda. 

Penal Code (45 of 1860), S. 196 — Persua* 
ding others to make statements is not of¬ 
fence under S. 195. 

Where it appeared from the Police papers that 
the applicant- “got at” one Mt. Putia and per¬ 
suaded her to make a statement to the efiect 
that she had seen certain persons whom she 
mentioned by name in the act of oommittlog 
dacoity on her premises and that they apparen¬ 
tly persuaded other persons to the same effect, 

He!!: that this was not sufficient to convict 
the ay)plir'ants for an offence under S. 195,1. P. 
G. m All. 52, lief. ' [P 388 Cl] 

M. JMalriija dsud li. —for Ap¬ 

plicants. 

AsH. Go\}t. Advocate — for the Crown. 


Judgment. —The District Magistrate 
of Banda in this case appears to have 
seen police papers of some kind and then 
and there to have instituted a case un¬ 
der S. 195, L P. C. against two persons, 
Enrga Prasad and Mohiuddin. The ut¬ 
most that appears from the record is 
that ap])ar 0 ntly in the eyes of the Police 
Durga Prasad and Mohiuddin “got at” 
one Mt. Putia, and fiorsuaded her to 
make a statement to the elYeot that she 
had suon ooilain persons whom she men¬ 
tions hy name, in the act of committing 
docoifcy on her proiinses, tliat they ap¬ 
parently persuaded other persons to 
mal (0 statements to the same olTeot. 
Assuming for the moment that this is 
an accurate statement of what did take 
place, it would not still amount to an 
olTonce under S. 195, I. P. G. There was 
no giving of false evidence at that time 
before ( ho learned District Magistrate. 
Thui-e was no faluicating of faPe evi¬ 
dence as defined in S. !9‘3, T. V. C The 
order for I ho prosecution of those persons 
was uvidonMy hastily given witliout due 
consiilorat ton as (o whothor there was 


any })asis for (be cbirce. 1 laid down in 
l'!nt'i>cror V. Taha r>fk Za vit ti Khau (l)tliat 
in (.-.astis of (his kind (lit> safer and moro 
prt'iar (H>iirso is niulonbtedly (o le(. (lie 
inlorti.ai't. bring bis witnesses (e (he 
C^iiivt, boar (.bom ont, and (bon pi-^s an 
ordor. if llie <*ase is i‘on'.;idert'd to bn a 
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false aue, to the effect that the informer 
be tried for haying instituted a false case. 
That would have been the proper pro¬ 
cedure. In the present case I need not 
go into the question whether the Magis¬ 
trate who does not observe this proce¬ 
dure is acting without jurisdiction. I 
am satisfied that the learned Magistrate 
bad before him no basis on which he 
could pass the order he did. 

I therefore set aside that order in its 
entirety, Durga Prasad and Mohiuddin 
if on bail, the bail bonds will be dis¬ 
charged. 

v.b./r.k. Order set aside. 
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Banerji and Rapique, JJ. 

Allahabad Improveynent Trust —Plain, 
tiff—Appellant. 

v. 

Tikaudra Jang Bahadur —Defendant 
—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 506 of 1915, De¬ 
cided on 2nd .\ugust 1915, from decision 
of Dist. Judge, Allahabad, D/- 22nd 
January 1915. 

Contract Act (9 of 1872), S. 74—In terms 
of auction tale, indemnity for the loss on 
resale on vendee's default was not stipulated 
—Vendor held not entitled to »t — Veendee 
liable only to advance agreed. 

Tho defendiiut purchased a site from the 
plaintiff at au auction under the followiug coo* 
(litions : 

“l*nreh.\ser shall immedi.^teiv after the sale 

% 

pay into the Mnnicip.rl Oiiice a deposit of 10 
per cent of the purchase monov and shall sign 
an agic£>ne«'.t and shall pay the residue of the 
purchase money to tho v-'iidors within a period 
of nine months from the date of the sale and 
on payment of the said nuiounti the purchase 
shall bo compleieJ. if tho parohaser fail to 
comobv with any of these condiiions his deposit 
shall ho forfeited and tho vendors shall he at 
liberty to re-soll tho lot either hy public auction 
or hy private oontraot”. I'ho defendant made 
a dt po-si' of T'e. I onlv at tho time of the auc¬ 
tion s ilo and failed to cvinply with tho rest of 
the oor.ditions : 

: that tho plaintiff was entitled to re¬ 
cover only 10 per cent of the purehase money 
which the purchaser wis hound to dc|V>sit and 
not tho lc3s wh;ch tuigh'. a.-cruo to the plaintiff 
on ro-‘i>lc of the site. [V C 1] 

/>. h'.O'i ' oior — for .Vppollant. 

Fc] Eahadtir S,ipru — lor ResponJent. 

Judgment. — suit out of which 
(liisapi'Oil Ins ariseti was brought by 
tho Aihihabad Improvoiueut Trust ropre- 
sontod l)Y tho Mutiiei(al Rcard of .M- 
lii\;il'ad under tho following ciremu* 
stances. For tho improvomont of tho tovvn 
of .MUhalwd a road o.illei the Hewett 
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lioad was opened ont and land was ac. 
quired under the Land Acquisition Act. 
Portions of the land so acquired not 
used for the road were sold by auction 
under certian conditions set forth in a 
document, which was signed by the 
Chairman of the Municipal Board and 
the person bidding at the auction sale. 
The defendant purchased a plot of land 
for Rs. 3,900. He made a deposit of 
Re. 1 only and did nob pay the balance 
of the price. The Municipal Board after 
issuing notice to the defendant re-sold 
the land. The amount realized at the 
re-sale was Rs, 875. The present suit 
was accordingly brought to recover the 
difference, namely Rs. 3,024, from the 
defendant. The Court of first instance 
decreed the suit. Upon appeal the learned 
District Judge modified the decree of that 
Court and passed a decree in the plain- 
Iciff’s favour for the amount of the de¬ 
posit which the defendant was bound 
to make under terms of the contract. In 
our opinion the whole case turns upon 
the true construction of the provisions 
of the instrument called 

th 0 conditioas of SAie, which was the con¬ 
tract between the parties to which we have 
referred above. Cl. 4 of this document provides 
that each purchaser shall immediately after 
the sale pay into the Municipal Office, Allah¬ 
abad, to the credit of the Allahabad Improve¬ 
ment Trust, a deposit of 10 per cent of bis piu- 
ebase money and shall sign an agreement in 
the form sub-joined, and shall pay ihe residue 
of the purchase money to the vendors within a 
period of nine months from the date of the sale 
and on payment of the said amount the pur- 
obase shall be completed.” 

Clausa 8 provides that 

“if any purchaser fail to comply with auv 
of these conditions, his deposit shall be for¬ 
feited and the vendors shull be at liberty to 
re-sell the lot or lots sold to him either by public 
auction or by contract.” 

As we have stated above, the deposit 
required by R. 4, was not made nor was 
the residue of the purchase money paid 
within the term fixed. There was thus 
a failure to comply with the conditions 
laid down in the document, and the pro¬ 
visions of Cl, 8 could be enforced. As 
we understand that clause it gives the 
vendor the right to re-sell the lot, but 
the penalty which it provides is the for. 
feiture of the deposit which the pur¬ 
chaser was bound to make. The ‘Muni¬ 
cipal Board, upon the purchase being 
made by the defendant, was entitled to 
obtain from the defendant the deposit of 
j[0 per cent of the purchase money. This 


amount they were entitled to recover 
under CL 8 as soon as a breach of the 
conditions of the document was com¬ 
mitted, They also acquired the right to 
re-sell the property, but under CL 8 the 
right of re-sale did not carry with it a 
right to recover damages sustained by 
reason of any deficiency arising in the 
amount of purchase money realized by 
re-sale. The parties must be bound by 
the contract which they entered into, 
and we have to consider what their in¬ 
tention was when CL 8 was inserted in 
the document. If it had been intended 
that upon failure to perform any of the 
conditions of sale, the vendee would be 
liable to pay damages arising upon re¬ 
sale, one would have expected that such 
a condition would find place in the docu¬ 
ment. , The absence of such a condition 
leads to the inference that the only 
penalty incurred by the vendee is the 
forfeiture of the 10 per cent of the pur¬ 
chase money which he was bound to 
deposit. In this view the English cases 
and other authorities cited before us have 
no bearing on this case and need not be 
considered. In our opinion the decision 
of the lower appellate Court is right and 
this appeal must fail. We accordingly 
dismiss it with costs, including fees on 
the higher scale. 

V.R./r.ic. Appeal dismissed. 
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Richards, C. J. and Banerji, J. 

Dasraj —Objector—Appellant. 

V. 

Sagar Mal and another —Judgment- 
debtor and Decree-holders — Respon¬ 
dents. 

First Appeal No. il3 of 1915, Decided 
on 4th August 1915, from order of Dist, 
Judge, Meerut. 

(a) Provincial Insolvency Act (3 of 1907), 
S. 37^—Letting out by insolvent on reasonable 
rent it valid. 

If an insolvent lets at a reasonable rent his 
occupancy holding, the transaction is valid and 
cannot be avoided under S. 37,.Provincial In¬ 
solvency Act, 1907. fp .390 C 1] 

(b) Provincial Insolvency Act {3 of 1907), 
S. 18—Duty of Court and receiver is to pre¬ 
serve insolvent's property of whatever value. 

It is the duty of the receiver and the Court 
administering the estate of an insolvent to pre¬ 
serve, as far as possible the state of the insol¬ 
vent for the benefit of the creditors. It is act 
desirable to give up -any property that is of 
value. ■ ■ [p 300 C 2] 
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Mohan Lai Sandal and Girdhari Lai 
Agarwala —ior Appellant. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —Q?his appeal arises out of 
an insolvency matter. One Sagar Mai 
was adjudicated an insolvent upon his 
own petition on 1st August 1914. His 
petition of insolvency was presented on 
3rd May previously. A receiver was 
duly appointed who attached certain 
crops growing on an occupancy holding 
which belonged to the insolvent. Desraj 
objected and said that the crops were 
his, Sagar Mai having executed a lease 
in his favour on 16th April 1914. He 
lodged security with the receiver and 
had the crops released. He then made 
an application to have his money return¬ 
ed to him. Rao Girraj Singh, one of the 
creditors who had obtained a .decree 
against Sagar Mai, challenged the vali¬ 
dity of the lease, alleging that the lease 
was fictitious and that the value of the 
occupancy holding was far beyond the 
rent mentioned in the lease, which was 
the sum of Rs. 260 per annum. He fur¬ 
ther alleged that the insolvent was in 
actual possession and cultivated the land. 
The learned Histrict Judge in a short 
judgment states as follows: 

“ Under S. 37, Act 3 of 1907, this lease shrill 
bodeoniod fraudulent and void and 1 uow annul 
it. Desraj then has no locus standi. Ho has 
got the crops and his deposit of Rs. 330 is for¬ 
feited. 1 dismiss this cbjection with costs. 

^Later on the learned Judge says: 

'J’lio receiver will arrange to surrender the 
msolvout’s occupancy rights and to vacate the 
holding. He should enter into negotiations 
with Rao Girraj Singh for this purpose. The 

demand must bo scoured and mv 
otlicial expenses.” 

It seems ^ to us that the order 
of the District Judge was altogether 
wrong. In the fir.sfc place S. 37 had no 
application whatsoever. This section 
deals entirely witli transfers, payments, 
ot cotora, made in favour of one orelitor 
by an insolvent with a view of giving 
that particular creditor a preforonoo 
over tiie other creditors (see marginal 
note to the section). If the insolvent in 
the present case had in truth made a 
ease in favour of Desraj at a reasonable 
rent, the transaction would have been a 
pei GCtly valid one. The receiver would 
stop into the shoes of tlio insolvent and 
and become entitled to the rent reser¬ 
ved by the lease, wliloh ho would hold 
tor the benefit of the creditors. Of course 
on the other hand if the Court came to 
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the conclusion that the lease was a mere 
blind, that it never was intended that 
any person except the insolvent should 
cultivate the land, then the crop which 
was attached still belonged to the estate 
of the insolvent and the receiver was 
entitled to it. It seems to us also that 
the learned District Judge made a great 
mistake when he directed the receiver to 
surrender the occupancy holding. Ac¬ 
cording to the objection taken by Rao 
Girraj Singh, the occupancy holding was 
a very valuable holding. He goes so far 
as to say that it would let for Rs. 450 a 
year. It is very difficult to sea how the 
creditors of the insolvent would profit by 
the surrender of this very valuable hold¬ 
ing. It is the duty of the receiver and' 
the Court when administering the estate! 
of an insolvent to preserve such estate, 
as far as possible, for the benefit of the 
creditors. The last thing desirable would 
be to give up any property that was of 
value. We allow the appeal, set aside 
the order of the District Judge and re¬ 
mand the case to him with directions to 
readmit it under its original number in 
the file and to proceed to hear and deter¬ 
mine the same according to law, having 
regard to what we have said above. Costa 
of both sides will bo costs in the matter. 

v.B./r.k. Appeal allowed. 
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Tudball, J. 

Ewaz Ali and others —Accused—Appel¬ 
lants. 

v. 

Emperor—'Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 399 of 1915, 
Decided on 25th June 1916. from order 
of Addl. Sess. Judge, Muttra. 

Penal Code (45 of 1860). St. 366 and 373 

Girl voluntarily leaving her guardian, met 
and lived witK accused—She wai handed 
over to other, and thus changed several 
hands, until shd was made over to be married 
—Held accused not guilty. 

A chamar girl between the ago 13 and 14 vol* 
iintarily left the house of her husbaud aud par- 
outs, met E on a public road aud stayed with 
him for a n\onth. Afiorw.^rds E m.ide over the 
pul to certain otlier persons who bored her uose 
and made her appear a »lat girl. Subsoqueutly 
tho girl pissed several uiu3s until she was 
made over to a person to be married with his 
brother. 

Jli'lu, that E was neither guiltv of the olTauoe 
of taking or enticing tho girl out of the keeping 
of her lawful guardian nor of the offence of 
soUuip tho minor*wiih the intent that she might 
bo employed or used for the purpose of prostitu* 
tiou. [P 39a 01] 
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• Lalit Mohan Banerji —for the Crown. 

Judgment. —The five appellants have 
been aonvioted by the learned Session 
-Judge on the following facta as found by 
the Court below. Mt. Jamni is a 
■Chamar girl between the age of 13 or 14 
years. She was married and she lived 
with her husband and his parents. Tor 
reasons best known to herself she ran 
away apparently more than once from 
her home, and on the present occasion 
she got clean away, and was making her 
way along the public road to Agra when 
she was met by the appellant, Ewaz 
Ali, who was a road chaukidar. Ho 
stopped her and at first decided to take 
her to the police station. Subsequently 
however after questioning her he agreed 
to take her into his house and she stayed 
with him for about a month. At the 
end of that month he made her over to 
the three appellants, Hira Lai, Shankaria 
and Mt. Surja. Apparently these per¬ 
sons were well aware of the circumstan¬ 
ces of the girl. They bored her nose and 
made her, as far as possible, appear to 
be a Jat female They then passed her 
off as Mt. Surja’s niece and made her 
over to Giiure Jat on payment of Rs- 80 
to be married to Sukhdeo. The deception 
was subsequently discovered, the girl 
was returned to these three persons and 
the money demanded back. Apparently 
it was returned. The girl was then 
made over to the fifth appellant, Tota 
who is related to Mt. Surja. Tota, kept 
the girl and then finally sold her for a 
sum of Rs. 70, representing her to be 
his niece. She was sold to Kallu and 
Samai Singh for the purpose of being 
married to the brother of Kallu, for 
whom a wife was being sought. While 
Kallu and Samai Singh were taking the 
girl away to Kallu’s village, they were 
stopped by the Chaukidar Sobha Rarn 
and the whole matter was brought to 
light. Upon these facts the Court below 
convicted Ewaz Ali of an offence under 
■ S. 366, I. P. C. and sentenced him to six 
months' rigorous imprisonment and a 
fine of Rs. 40. Hira Lai, Tota, Mt. Surja 
and Sh'-nkaria have been convicted of 
cheating and have been sentenced, Hira 
Lai, Tota and Shankaria to one year’s 
rigorous imprisonment each plus a fine, 
and Mt. Surja to six months’ rigorous 
imprisonment. They have all appealed. 
No exception has been taken to the trial 
of all these persons together, at one and 


at the same trial. In regard to Hira 
Lai, Tota, Mt, Surja and Shankaria, there 
can be very little doubt as to their guilt 
nor do the sentences imposed upon thorn 
call for interference. The case of Ewaz 
Ali is one of doubt. It is quite clear 
that when he met Mt. Jamni, the girl 
had got clean away out of the bands of 
her husband and his parents. The ques¬ 
tion is whether he can be said to have 
taken or enticed the girl out of the keep¬ 
ing of her lawful guardian. In the case 
of Emperor v. Jetha Nathoo (l), two 
Judges of the Bombay High Court poin¬ 
ted out the difference between the En¬ 
glish Law on the subject and the Indian 
Law and the difference in meaning 
between the word “keeping” and the 
word ‘ possession.” One will have very 
little difficulty in fully agreeing with 
the decision in that case in view of the 
actual facts therein. There a girl under 
16 years of age went out in search of 
work. She was induced by a deceitful 
promise of obtaining work to go to a 
certain house. There can be no doubt 
that in that case the offence of kidnap¬ 
ping was committed In the present case 
the girl had voluntarily left the keeping 
of her guardian with the intention to 
remain out of that keeping and the ac¬ 
cused Ewaz Ali, probably with full kno¬ 
wledge of the circumstances, gave her a 
home and finally transferred her to the 
keeping of Hira Lai, Shankaria and Mt. 
Surja on receipt of the sum of Rs. 40. 

It is very difficult under these circumst 
ances to say that he either took or anti- 
ced away the minor out of the keeping ol 
the lawful guardian. The case is veryi 
much akin to that of Emperor v. Bam- 
chamler (2). In that case also a girl 
under IG years of age left the guardian¬ 
ship of her husband and father-in-la v 
of her own free will and not for the 
first time, and then subsequently scayovl 
with the accused quite voluntarily and 
without any force having been exercised 
upon her. The Judges before whom 
that case came for decision held that the 
act did not amount to taking or enticing 
the girl out of the keeping of her lawful 
guardian. In the Judgment it was re¬ 
marked as follows:— 

“Oq the admitted facts the leiviog and tlic 
remov.il out of the keeping of the l^.\vful gn- 

(1) [1904] 6 Bom, L. R. 735=1 Cr. L. J. 931. 

(•2) A. 1 R. 1914 All. 376=23 I. C. 473=15 Cr. 

Ij. j. 265. 
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ardran was tbc act of the giri herself long 
before she met the accused", 

In view of the above remaiks in 
that case, seems to me that the con 
viction of Ewaz Ali under S. 363 can 
nob possibly stand. The question 
arises whether «Ewaz Ali could or 
could not be convicted of an offence 
under S. 372, that is selling a minor 
with intent that such minor shall be 
employed or used for the purpose of pro¬ 
stitution or for any unlawful and im¬ 
moral purpose, or knowing it to be likely 
that such minor will be employed or used 
for any such purpose. No doubt Ewaz 
Ali was well aware of what was about 
to happen to the girl. She was to be 
made to resemble as far as possible a Jat 
female, and to be used for the purpose 
of cheiting other persons and obtaining 
money. That no doubt was unlawful, 
bub for the purposes of the section the 
object must also bo immoral. The point 
is covered by the decision of the Full 
.Bench of this Comt in Empress of India 
V. Sri Tjii! (3). There again a low caste 
girl, as in the present case, was falsely 
represented by certain persons as being 
a member of a higher caste, and another 
member of sncli higlier caste was induced 
thereby to tako her in marriage and to 
pay money for her in the full belief tliat 
such repiosentation was true. It was 
held by the Full Bench tliat the accused 
could not be convicted on these facts cf 
oiToiicos under Ss. 372 and 373, I. F. C. 
.The decision covers tlio facts of tlie 
;pre^o^l cas{3 ai-.d I am bound to hold that 
.Mi coininittod no olTonco under 
tS. 372 or 373. I. P. G. It is clear that 
ho did not attompt to cheat Rira Lai, 
.■^hankaria and Mt. Surja. 

I nher (hose oircuinstanoes, I must 
allow t,lio appeal of I'Lvaz AW, I set 
aside liis convieticn and sontonco and 
direct that lio bo foitinvitb loloasod. 
I’ho api'Oiils of ibo oilier appellants are 
all dismissed. 

^ Appeal 
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t'llAMI i;i; AM) rpUiO'i'T. JJ. 

J —Applicant—App.ollant. 

V. 

f^iili/ /xiksli and ollu'rs~ Kospondents. 
hirst Appeal No. 72 of lOlA. Decided 
on 23id .luiio 101;'). from order of Sub- 
«Iudg 0 , Azamgarb. 


Limitation Act (9 of 1908), Art. 164—^. 
Pttrte decree passed under old Act and execu-- 
tion applied under new—Application to set 
aside ex parte decree governed by Art. 164 of 
the new Act. 

Where an ex parte decree wag phased when the • 
Limitation Act of 1877 was in force but an ap¬ 
plication to execute it was made after Act 9 of 
1908 came into force: 

Held : that an application to set aside the 
decree by the judgment-debtor would be governed 
by Act 9 of 190S. [p 393 Q ly 

Peary Lai Banerji~ior Appellant. 

S. M. Sulaiman —for Respondents. 

Judgment. This is an appeal against 
an order of the Subordinate Judge of 
Azamgarh. rejecting an application for 
setting aside a decree passed ex parte- 
against the appellant in 1904. Her case- 
was and is that she did nob come to know 
of the decree in question until a procla¬ 
mation of sale was brought to the villago* 
in December 1912, that is, loss than 30' 
days before she presented her application. 
The evidence shows that the plaintiffs in 
the suit made repeated efforts to serve- 
her personally with notice of the suit and 
of subsequent proceedings. Substituted 
service was effected and declared to be- 
suflioient by the Court. She has herself 
sworn that she did not oome to know of 
the decree against her until a few days 
before she made her application. Evi¬ 
dence has been produced on behalf of the* 
respondents, which hr 3 been accepted by 
the Court below, tiia i he was aware of' 
the suit at the time when it was pending 
and was anxious to enter into a compro¬ 
mise. It is almost inconceivable that- 
she should have remained ignorant of 
tliis suit, as she says, for eight or nine- 
years. She says that she has been quar¬ 
relling with her son-iu law for the last 
20 years. She must have other relatives 
who must have come to know of the suit, 
and we think there can be little doubt 
that she know of the suit whilo it was 
ponding. We accept the evidence which* 
has been produced by the respondents to* 
prove that she was aware of the suit. It 
is contended that the application should- 
bo governed in the matter of limitation, 
not by Art. IG4. Lim. Act, which was in 
force at the time when the appellant- 
made her application hut by Art. 164, 
Lim. Act, 1877, which provided that an 
application to set aside a judgment ex 
parte might bo made within 30 days 
from ‘the date of executing any process 
for enforcing tiie judgment. It is con¬ 
ceded that no such process was exeontedt 
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before the passing of the new Limita¬ 
tion Act-. It has repeatedly held that 
in a case of this kind the law of Limita- 
tion to be applied is the law existing at 
the time whan the application is made. 
|It is sufficient to refer to the decision of 
ithe Bombay High Court in Hope Mills 
'‘Ltd. V. Vithaldas Pranjivandas (l). 
Tuere can be no doubt that the applica¬ 
tion is governed by the present Limita- 
jtion Act and is barred thereby and was 
'rightly dismissed both on the merits and 
also on the ground of limitation. This 
appeal fails and is dissmiased with costs. 

v.B ./r.k. Aoveal dismissed. 

(i) [1910] 7 I. C. 982. “ 
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PiGGOTT. J. 

Hirhhai Sinhci ^udotliei's —Defendants 
—Appellants. 

V. 

1 tilsi Ram Plaintiff — Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1532 of 1914. De¬ 
cided on 13th November 1915, from de¬ 
cision of Disb. Judge. Bareilly, D/. 2nd 
July 1914. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1903}, Arts. 116 and 

Suit by usufructuary mortgagee for 
poscession and mesne profits against mort¬ 
gagor held to be for compensation for breach 
of contract—Art. 116 held applicable. 

^Vbere a usufructuary mortgagee sued for poa* 
se.ssion of the mortgaged properly within 
years of the date froiri which he was to have 
received possession and also claimed mesne pro¬ 
fits for the same period on the allegation that 
the mortgagor had never given him oossession in 
accordance with the terms of the deed, the 
mortgage deed being a registered oue: 

Held: that the claim for profits was in sub¬ 
stance one for coinpeusation for breach of a con¬ 
tract in writing registered and was governed by 
-yt. 116 and not by Art. 109, Lira. Act; (1888) 
A. W. N. 15 and 30 All. 400, Ref. [P 393 C 2] 

S. D. Sinha —for Appellants. 

Siial Prasad Ghosc~ioT Respondent. 

Judgment.- This was a suit by a 
usufructuary mortgagee to recover pos¬ 
session on the allegation that the defen¬ 
dants mortgagors had never given him 
possession over the mortgaged property 
in accordance with the terms of the con¬ 
tract. The suit was brought within sis 
years of the date from which the mort¬ 
gagee was to have received possession. 
Profits were claimed for the entire period 
of six years. The only question discussed 
in the Courts below was as to the amount 
of the said profits. A point of limitation 
is raised in second appeal to this Court, 
ib being contended that the suit was 


governed, so far as the claim for profitsl 
was concerned, by Art. 109, Sch. 1, Lim. 
Act (Act 9 of 1908). The mortgage deed 
is registered and in, my opinion, the 
claim for profits was in substance one for 
compensation for breach of a contract in 
writing registered and subject to the pe-; 
riod of limitation prescribed by Art. 116. 
I can find no authority to the contrary 
and the view which I have taken seems 
to have been assumed in the cases of 
Balgobind Das v. Barhit Ali (l) and CoL 
lector of Mirzapur v. Dawan Singh (2). 
The only other plea taken in the memo¬ 
randum of appeal, assails the finding of 
the lower appellate Court as to the 
amount of the annual profits which the 
plaintiff was entitled to recover. I think 
the appellants are up against a finding 
of fact on this point with which I cannot 
interfere. The appeal, therefore fails and 
I dismiss it witli costs, including fees cn 
the higher scale. 

_ V.B. /r.k. Appeal dismissed. 

(1) [1883] A. W. N. 15. ~ 

(2) [1908] 30 All. 409=(1908; A. W. N. 1G0=5 • 
A. L. J. 48G. 
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Tudball, J. 

Sheo No ndon AJur —Def end ant ~ Ap¬ 
pellant. 

V. 

Ram Lagan Singh and another —Plain¬ 
tiffs—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1310 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 13th July 1915, from decree 
of Disb. Judge, Azamgarh. 

Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 90—Mortgage 
bond 30 years old executed by scribe on be¬ 
half of executant—No presumption of autho¬ 
rity to sign exists. 

A moi-tgage deed more than 30 years old was 
signed not by the executant but by the scribe 
on behalf of the executant. 

Held', that undec S. 90, Evidence Act, there 
was no presumption that the scribe had any 

mortgagor to sign his name 
on the document. [P 394 (J 2] 

Shamnath Mushran —for Appella-nt. 

Narmadeshwar Prasad, Upadhga and 
Surendra Nath Sen~toY Respondents. 

Judgment.— This is a defendant’s ap¬ 
peal and arises out of the following cir¬ 
cumstances: The property in dispute 
is an occupancy holding. The appellant 
Sheonandan and one other brought a 
suit against the plaintiff in the revenue 
Court for arrears of rent. Sheonandan’s 
case was that the holding had been mort¬ 
gaged to certain mortgagees who had* 
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sublet the land to Ram Lagan Singh, 
that the mortgage had been redeemed, 
that Ram Lagan Singh remained on as 
a subtenant and that be was liable for 
arrears of rent. Ram Lagan’s case was 
that he was not a subtenant but that 
he held the land as a mortgagee in pos¬ 
session on an old mortgage of 1920 Sam- 
bat. The revenue Court went into the 
matter, held that Ram Lagan had failed 
to establish any mortgage and gave Sheo- 
nandan a decree for arrears of rent. 
Then Sheonandan and his companion 
brought another suit in the revenue 
Court to eject Ram Lagan Singh (and 
one other) as being a subtenant. The 
latter again put forward his plea that he 
held as a mortgagee under this old mort¬ 
gage. The revenue Court referred Ram 
Lagan to the civil Court to obtain a de¬ 
claration as to whether or not he held 
this land as a mortgagee. Thereupon 
Ram Lagan Singh and another plaintiff 
brought the present suit against Sheo¬ 
nandan Ahir, and claimed a declaration 
that the plaintiffs hold the land as a 
mortgagee. 

The Court of first instance dis¬ 
missed the suit. The lower appellate 
Court decreed the suit. Tlie defendant 
Sheonandan comes hero on second ap¬ 
peal. Two points wore pressed. The first 
is that the very point in dispute between 
the parties is res judicata by reason of 
the decision by the revenue Court in 
the rent suit. The second point is that 
the plaintiffs have failed to prove the 
mortgage which they put forward. I do 
not jiropose to touch the (|U0stion of res 
judicata because in my opinion it is quite 
clear that the plaintiff's in the present 
suit have failed to establish any mort¬ 
gage whatsoever in their favour. The 
mortgage deed sot up by tliem is dated 
1920 Samhat corresponding to Fohru- 
ary LShL The document is unrogistorod. 
It is in the handwriting completely from 
beginning to end of one person. It pur¬ 
ports to he in the handwriting of Gaja- 
dhar Das. The tiamos of the executant 
and tiio names of tlio witnesses purport 
to have l)oon written upon blie document 
by the liand of Gajadliar Das. No por¬ 
tion of the dooument purports to have 
been written by tlie mortgagors. The 
alleged executants and the alleged attes¬ 
ting witnesses and the scribe are all 
said to have died. The plaintiffs pro- 
uood the son of the sorlho to testify to 


the fact that the whole of the document 
is in the handwriting of his father.*There. 
is not a scrap of evidence to prove that 
Gajadbar Das had any authority from 
the alleged mortgagors or the alleged 
attesting witnesses to sign their names 
upon the document. The lower appel- 
late Court in the course of its judgment 
remarks as follows: 

"The soribe has signed for all the exe¬ 
cutants. It therefore appears that he was 
authorized by them to do so and the plaintiffs 
have proved the handwriting of the man who 
signed for the executants.*’ 

It is a mere assumption on the part 
of the lower appellate Court that the 
scribe appears to have been authorized 
by the alleged mortgagors to sign their 
names. The lower appellate Court also 
purported to apply S. 90, Evidence Act, 
and to presume the dooument to be gen¬ 
uine. Under S. 90 a Court may presume 
that the signature and every other part 
of a document which purports to be in 
the handwriting of any particular per¬ 
son is in that person’s handwriting, and 
in the case of a dooument executed or 
attested, that it was duly executed and 
attested by the persons by whom it pur¬ 
ports to be executed and attested. The 
present dooument does not purport to be 
executed by the mortgagors at all. It 
purports to have been executed by Gaja- 
dhar Das for the mortgagors. S, 90] 
does not allow a Court to presume that 
Gajadhav Das had any authority from! 
the mortgagors to sign their names upon| 
this document. The respondents’ case, 
is somewhat peculiar. If this mort¬ 
gage-deed he a true one, then they and 
and their predecessor in-title must have 
held possession for at least 52 years, 
and one would have thought that it 
would be easy to prove their possession 
by means of the Government record. 
But apparently they have been unable 
to prove possession for anything more 
than 14 or 15 years, and that only by 
the admission of the opposite party. 
The lower appellate Court in its judg¬ 
ment says: 

“U hi\s been produced from proper custovly, 
and as 1 shall show later on, tho plaintiffs- 
inortgagees have been in possession in accord- 
auco with this deed.” 

Later on what the lower appellate 
Court says about tho plaintiffs* posses¬ 
sion is as follows: 

“The possession of the plaintiffs for at least 
14 or 15 years has been admitted by tho defen¬ 
dants. The oral evidence, coupled with the 
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mortgage deed, shows that the plaintiffs have 
been in possession as mortgagees.” 

_ Ifc is impcssible to hold that the plain- 
tiffs-respondoDts held possession aa mort¬ 
gagees, unless and until it could be estab- 
iished that a mortgage was ever cre¬ 
ated. ^ The document under which the 
plaintiffs claim aa mortgagees no doubt 
exists and purports to have been written 
and the names of the executants to have 
been signed thereon by one Gajadhar. 
No authority from the mortgagers in 
favour of Gajadhar has been proved. 
Therefore it is impossible to say that 
this mortgage deed was executed by or 
with the consent of the alleged mort¬ 
gagors, The mortgage not having been 
established it is impossible to give to 
the plaintiffs a decree declaring that 
they hold the land as mortgagees. In 
my opinion the decision of the Court of 
first instance was quite correct. I allow 
this appeal, set aside the decree of the 
lower appellate Court and restore that 
■of tbe Court of first instance. The ap¬ 
pellant will have his costs in all Courts- 

v.b./r.k. Appeal allowed. 
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Chamier, -T. 

Baj Bahadur —Appellant. 

V. 

Shyam hal Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1441 of 1914 De 

■cided on 30th July 1915, from decision 

of Diet. Judge, Farrukhabad, D/- 10th 
August 1914. 

I' R- 9- Suit for 

profits dismissed m default—Subsequent suit 

tor next three years including items for first 
three years recovered in years in suit— Claim 
not b^red as cause of action is different — 
Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901;, S. 164. 

A cosharer brought a suit for profits of the 
years 1313,^1314, 1316 faglis against the lanibai- 
aar. The suit was dismissed for default of ap¬ 
pearance. Subsequently another suit was brought 
same cosharer for the profits of the year 
1^6, 1317, 1318 faslis. In this suit the plain¬ 
tiff included also sums recovered during the 
years in suit in respect of the years 1313, 1314, 


Held", that the suit was not barred by 0. 9, 
R. 9, Civil P. C., inasmuch as the causes of ac¬ 
tions of the two suits were different. [P 395 C 2] 


Vishmi Idath—iot Appellant. 
Lakskmi Narayan —for Respondent. 


Judgment.— The plaintiff in this case 
IS a cosharer in a patti of which tbe 
defendant is lambardar. The plaintiff 
brought a suit against the defendant for 
the profits of the years 1313. 1314 and 
1315 faslis. That suit was dismissed for 
default of appearance on the part of the 
plaintiff under 0. 9, E. 8. Civil P. C. 
Some years later the plaintiff brought 
the present suit against the same person 
for profits of his share for the years 1316, 
1317 and 1318 faslis and he has ob. 
tained a decree. Included in those pro¬ 
fits are sums recovered during the years 
in suit in respect of the years 1313, 1314 
and 1315 faslis. It is contended that the 
present suit is barred by 0. 9, E. 9. 
Civil P. C., so far as the plaintiff seeks 
to recover any portion of the rents re¬ 
covered on account of the years 1313, 
1314 and 1315 faslis. In the Court below 
and here the defendant relied strongly 
on the fact that in the previous case the 
plaintiff claimed profits on ths basis of 
the gross rental on the ground appar¬ 
ently that a large amount of profits bad 

remained uncollected owing to the negli¬ 
gence or misconduct of the defendant. 
This fact does not not appear to me to 
affect the question which I have to 
decide. O. 9. R. 9, Civil P. a, provides 
that where a suit is -dismissed under 
0. 9, R. 8, the plaintiff shall be precluded 
from bringing a fresh suit in respect of 
the same cause of action. The cause of 
action for the previous suit was made 
up of the plaintiff s title to the share 
and the profits thereof and the failure of 
the defendant to give him those profits 
at the end of each of the years 1313,i 
1314 and 1315 faslis. The plaintiff’s 
cause of action for the present suit is 
made up of his title to the share and thei 
profits thereof and failure of the defen-' 
dant to give the plaintiffs those profits, 
at the end of each of the years 1316,,' 
1317 and 1318 faslis. The causes of ac-, 
tion for the two suits appear to me to be 
totally different. Tbe contention of the 
defendant in the present case seems to 
confuse two questions namely the ques- 
tion whether the two suits are based 
upon tbe same cause of action and the 
question whether the plaintiff is en- 
titled in the present suit to sue for and 
recover any moneys which, if his suit 
had not been dismissed for default, bo 
might have recovered in the previous 
suit if the Court had applied to the case 
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the provisions of S. 164, sab.S. 2, Ten* 
anoy Act. If as I hold, no portion of 
the present suit is barred by O. 9, R. 9, 
Civil P. C., the plaintiff is entitled to the 
decree which he has obtained from the 
lower appellate Court. I therefore dis¬ 
miss this appeal with costs. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal dismissed. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Naraiji Das and others —Defendants— 
Appellants. 

V. 

TIarakh Narain Lai ebnd others —Plain¬ 
tiffs—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1537 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 11th November 1916, from deci- 
of Dist. Judge, Ghazipur, D/- 30th June 
1914. 

Provincial Small Cause Courts Act (9 of 
1887), Sch. 2, Art. 31 — Suit for money 
against defendant for appro|.riating entire 
fish from joint tank is of small cause na¬ 
ture— No second appeal lies. 

Whero tha plaintiff brought a suit to recover 
a certain sum of money ou the nllogation that 
n parlicular tank wns the joint property of the 
p.arties and that the defendant had -caught hsh 
from tho said tank and appropriated the entire 
fish by soiling them for his own benoAt; 

Held: thi\t tho suit wa s one of tho nature 
cognizuhio by the Small Oaii.se Court and that 
thoioloro no second appeal lay. [P 396 C 2] 

Gokul Prosad —for Appellants. 

Jlarihans Sahai —for Respondents. 

Judgment.— A preliminary objection 
has been taken to this appeal, on the 
ground that the suit is one of the nature 
cognizable by a Court of Small Causes 
and ooiiUI not properly be brought before 
this Court in second appeal. On behalf 
of the dofondants-appellants reference is 
made to Art. 3, Rch. ‘2 to the Provincial 
Small Cause Courts Act (Act 9 of 1887). 
The (piGstion is whether tiie suit, as 
framed, was one for profits of immo¬ 
vable property belonging to the plaintiffs 
alleged to have been wrongfully received 
by tho defendants. Tho ease seems to 
mo very much on tho houndary line. It 
is almost covered by the ruling in lia 7 nt'- 
.'•har Sniijh v. Dunjn Das (l), but there 
ron ains a doubt to my mind whether the 
money clainmd in tho present casewasal. 

(1) [1901] 23 AH. 137—(1001) A. W. N. 12,S. 


leged in the plaint to have been “wrong' 
fully received” by the defendants. The- 
plaintiffs' ease was that the defendants 
caught and sold certain fish under snob 
oiroumstanoee that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to a rateable share in the sale 
proceeds, which share the defendants- 
withheld and wrongfully appropriated to* 
themselves. I am not clear on the word¬ 
ing of the plaint that there was any al¬ 
legation that the catohing of the fisher 
selling of the same constituted any in¬ 
fringement of the plaintiffs' right. I 
incline therefore to the opinion that the 
objection is well founded and that, as a 
matter of law, no second appeal lay in 
this case. I have thought it expedient 
however to hear the appeal on the merits. 
The point raised by the appeal can only 
be determined by a careful examination 
of the pleadings in the Courts below. 

The plaintiffs alleged that they were 
part-owners of a certain tank whioh bad 
been divided on partition between them¬ 
selves and other cosharers, including 
some of the defendants. The dispute 
was with regard to fishery rights. In 
the third paragraph of the plaint, it is 
alleged that the fish were ordinarily to 
be found in abundance in a portion of the 
tank situated in the share of the plain¬ 
tiffs' alone. Indeed it was alleged that 
"at the time of fishing”—by whioh I 
understand, immediately any attempt 
was made to net the tank —all fish therein 
always collected together in a deep pool 
mentioned in the first portion of the said 
paragraph, whioh the plaintiffs alleged 
to bo situated in the portion of the tank 
belonging to themselves alone. Never¬ 
theless the plaint goes on to state that 
whatever fish were captured out of this 
pool (presumably also any fish whioh 
might by some accident be captured in 
any other portion of the tank), were al¬ 
ways disposed of for the benefit of all 
oosharers. lb is expressly pleaded that 
those defendants who were oo-sharers in 
the proprietary rights over the tank had 
received their shares in the price of the 
fish caught in the plaintiffs’ portion of 
the tank. The cause of action put for¬ 
ward was that, during the year in suitr 
the defendants having colluded together 
fished the tank and appropriated whafe- 
ovor fish they caught selling the same 
for their own benefit and withholding 
tho plaintiffs' share. There is certainly 
no allegation in the plaint that fish were 
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taken by the defendants from one part 
■of the tank rather than from another. 
The case set up for the defendants seems 
to me clear enough. They agree with 
the plaintiffs that there was a deep pool 
■in the tank in suit in which fish ordi¬ 
narily collected and in which alone they 
could be captured in any quantity. This 
deep pool, they alleged, is situated in the 
.portion of the tank allotted to them. 
They claim that this allotment entitles 
'them to net this pool and appropriate 
CiUy fish which they might find therein 
for their own benefit. Both expressly 
-•and by implication, they deny the plea 
•of the plaintiffs that fish taken from the 
’tank were dealt with for the benefit of 
-all the cosharers in whatsoever part of 
the tank they might be captured. I do 
not say that the Court of first instance 
altogether misapprehended the point in 
issue; but it is clear that the attention 
•of the learned Munsif was concentrated 
■to a large extent on a question of fact 
which .was only incidentally raised by 
the pleadings, namely, the question whe¬ 
ther the deep pool, the existence of 
which,both parties admitted, was situ¬ 
ated in the portion of the tank allotted 
on partition to the plaintiffs or in the 
portion allotted to the defendants. In 
substance however the learned Munsif 
upheld the case set up by the defendants. 

He held it proved that they had only 
caught fish in the portion of the tank al¬ 
lotted to them on partition and that they 
were entitled to appropriate to them¬ 
selves any fish so caught. The plaintiffs 
went on appeal to the Court of the Dis¬ 
trict Judge. In their memorandum of 
appeal to that Court, they again raised 
"the issue of fact which had been decided 
against them, by contending that the 
evidence on the record proved that the 
defendants had caught fish in the portion 

of the tank allotted to the plaintiffs’ 
share. 

Nevertheless the fifth, paragraph of 
their memorandum of appeal seems to me 
toraiseclairly enough the plea upon which 
the plaint was originilly based. The lear¬ 
ned District Judge proceeded to state the 
question for dotermination in very gene¬ 
ral terms and I must confess to having 
found it somewhat difficult to follow por¬ 
tions of the argument on which ho has 
based his decision. He points out that 
the case set up for the defendants might 
involve serious practical difficulties in the 


event of each cosharer attempting simul¬ 
taneously with others to capture fish in 
the particular portion of the tank allot- 
ted to him on partition. He repudiates 
the contention that the particular deep 
pool in which fish ordinarily collected 
can be regarded as the property of a 
particular cosbarer, so as to give that 
co-sharer exclusive right to any fish 
which he might capture therein. In sub¬ 
stance he seems to mo to have affirmed 
the case set up by the plaintiffs, that 
any fish captured from the tank were 
dealt with as the property of all the co- 
sharers in whatever portion of the tank 
any particular fish might be captured. 
If this is a correct view of the judgment 
of the lower appellate Court, there is 
obviously no force in this appeal, which 
is based on the plea that there shouM 
have been a specific finding as to the por¬ 
tion of the tank in which, or from which, 
the defendants had captured the nsh 
which formed the subject-matter of the 
suit. For these reasons I dismiss this 
appeal with costs. 

v.B./u.K. Aiypeal 
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Richards, C. J., and Rapiquk, J. 

IbCimratan Lal and otJier.'i —Defendants 
—-Appellants. 


* • 

Bhuri Begam and aaothe )—Plaintiffs 

—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1009 of 1914 De 
cidad on 7tfa July 1915. from decree of 
Addl. Judge, Farrukhabad. 

Decree—Selling aside — fraud—Order ex 
parte underO. 34, R. 6. Civil P. C., cannot 
be set aside without proof of fraud—Ommis- 

sion even intentional to state prior attempt 

decree is not sufficient 
fraud—Civil P. C. (2903). O. 34, R. 6, 

A person who after due uotico allows an o dr.* 
for personal decree under -S. OO, 'r. P, Act i- ■ • 
made against him witbont o)posi(ion islniii.' 
same position aa a person who had «,ich oro.. • 
made against him after contest.. He cunnc: 
maintain a suit to set aside such deeree with..'.' 
proving positls'e fraud- Tp 09^ c 

A neglect to inform the Court, of the fact 

there h-id toon a previous attempi at anoih. r 
stage of the Iicigition to get a por-:on il dc''---. 
eveen assuinmg tbit the neghcr wis win ,i 

cannot nmo'int. to “fra id’* whieh v 
entitle the pUintiffs to set n^i leihe 

'J on -ti'o dofeal.nr. und;.:- 

&. 90. T. i> Act. ,P 400 j 

Snrendra Nath Srn—iov App.filiti:-;. ’ 

S. M. Sulaiman—hr Ues)iondcrjts. 

Richards, C. J.— This appeal irises out 
of a suit m which the plaintiff sought to 
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set aside a decree, which the defendants 
had obtained under S. 90, T, P. Act, on 
the allegation that the same was ob* 
tained by fraud. The material facts are 
practically undisputed. The defendants or 
their representatives brought a'suit upon 
foot of a mortgage dated 5th October 
1893 and obtained a decree. They had 
asked in that suit not only for a decree 
for sale of the mortgaged property but 
also for a personal decree. This latter 
part of their claim was disallowed. 
Some years afterwards the decree-holders 
applied to the Court for a decree under 
S. 90, T. P. Act. Notice of the applica¬ 
tion was duly served on all the judgment- 
debtors. 

They did not appear and the Court 
granted the decree, but limited it to the 
assets of the deceased mortgagor. This 
is the decree which it is sought in the pre¬ 
sent suit to set aside. Later on in execu¬ 
tion of this decree a house of the judg¬ 
ment debtors was attached. The male 
judgrnent-debtors objected that the house 
could not be sold on the ground that*thoy 
w'ere agriculturists. This objection was 
overruled There was an appeal by 
the judgment-debtors which was dis¬ 
missed. Both the Courts belosv have 
granted the plaintitTs a decree, setting 
aside the decree obtained by the defen- 
dant under S. 90. T. P. Act. Tlia judg¬ 
ment of the Court of first instance is a 
little misleading unless one reads it as a 
whole, when carefully considered it is 
clear that the defendants practised 
no fraud on the plaintitTs to the present 
suit in respect of the service of notice of 
the application for the decree under 
S. 90. 

The plaintitTs are pardanashin ladies, 
and it is quite impossible for any litigant 
to serve process of the Court in any way 
wdiich would violate tbe pardha of such 
ladies. When the Court of first instance 
says that these ladies knew nothing about 
the decree under S. 90 it does not mean 
that tlie defendants in the present suit 
were in any way responsible for their 
want of knowledge. The ladies were 
duly served with the notice, so also were 
the male members of tbe family. No 
objection w’as taken to the granting of 

fbo deoreo under S. 90 and no applioa- 

< ion was ever made to sot it aside. The 
male members who wore equally in¬ 
terested with tiie ladies in opposing the 
decree, evidently thouglit that there 


would be no chance of success, We find* 
however when the house was attached* 
in execution of that decree, they opposed 
the sale on the ground that they weref 
agriculturists. 

We now come to the only fraud which 
is suggested in the present case. The 
fraud is that the defendants (who then 
occupied the position of decree-holders) 
did not inform the Court that when the 
preliminary decree was being granted 
on foot of the mortgage, they bad asked 
for a personal decree and that this had 
been refused upon the ground that 
having regard to the date of the mort-' 
gage and the position of the judgment- 
debtors. a personal decree ought not to 
be granted. Two questions arise. First 
whether it is open to a party to chal¬ 
lenge an order which has been made bet¬ 
ween the decree-holder on the one side 
and the judgment-debtor on the other,} 
even where no fraud is alleged or proved. 
It seems to me impossible to contend 
that, where (in the absence of fraud) a 
matter has been decided in execution 
proceedings relating to the satisfaction 
of the decree it is open to the parties to 
re-open matters which have been so 
decided by an independent suit. This 
has been settled by numerous decisions 
of the various Courts in India and 
also by their Lordships of the Privy 
Council. 

Some attempt has been made to dis¬ 
tinguish between what is called an “ ex 
parte ” decree or order and a decree or 
order after contest. I do not think tbera 
is any just ground for such a distinction. 
Assuming a party to have been duly 
served with notice, if he neglects to 
come forward and avail himself of the- 
opportunity of preventing a wrong order 
being made against him I cannot con¬ 
ceive upon what possible ground he* 
should be placed in a better position than 
the party who comes forward and in¬ 
forms the Court-(in the manner provided 
by law) of his rights and prevents (so 
far as he can) a wrong order being made. 
In my judgment the party who after due 
notice allows the decree or order to be 
made without opposition is in the same’ 
position as a parson who had a decree or 
order made against him after contest. 

The next question is as to the nature 
of the fraud which must be alleged and 
proved in order to entitle the plaintiffs 
to have the decree set aside. On thie 
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part of the case Dr. Sulaicoan adcaittad, 
as I think he was bound to admit,* that 
he could not claim to hava a decree 
under S. 90 to sab aside on any ground of 
fraud which would not hava been suf&. 
oient to have a dsoree in a suit set aside. 

^ A large number of cases have bean 
cited on each side. On the part of the 
appellant the following cases were relied 
upon: Mahcmed Golah v, MahomedSulli- 
man (1), Nilmadkub Bai v. Naba Das 
(2), Moruful Huq v. Surendra Nath 
(3), Marochin v. Parstiram (4), 
Janhi Kuary.Lachmi Narain (b), and 
Nanda Kumar Eotvladar v. Bam Jiban 
Howladar (6). 

In the case of Mahomed Golab v. Ma~ 
homed Sulliman (l), Petheram, C. J., 

quotes at p. 618 from the case of Flower 
V, Lloyd (7); 

Assuming all the alleged falsehood and 
fraud to have been substantiated, is such a 
suit as the present sustainable? -That question 
would require very grave consideration indeed 
iDeforo it is answered in the affirmative. Where 
IS litigation to end if a judgment obtained in 
an action fought out adversely between two 
litigants sui juris, aud at arm’s length, could 
be set aside by a fresh action on the ground that 
perjury had been committed in the first action 
or that false answers had been given to inter* 
rogatories, or a misleading production of docu¬ 
ments, or of a machine, or of a process had been 
given? There are hundreds of actioos tried 
every year in which the evidence is irreconcil¬ 
ably conflicting, and must be on one side lor 
other wilfully and corruptly perjured. In this 
case, i^f-tbe plaintiffs had sustained on this ap¬ 
peal the judgment in their favour, the preseut 
defendants in their turn, might bring a fresh 
action to set that judgment aside on the 
ground of.porjnry of the principle witnes? and 
subornation of perjury; and so the parties 
might go on alternately ad infinitum.” 

In the cases of Nanda Kumar Howla^ 
darY.Bam Jiban Howladar (6) Jen¬ 
kins, C. J., quotes with approval Sir 

John Holt, L. J., in the case of Patch v. 
Ward (8): 

“The fraud must be actual, positive fraud a 
meditated and intentional contrivance, to keep 
the parties and the Court in ignorance of the 
real facts of the case aud obtaining that decres 
oy that contrivance.” 


(1) [1894] 21 Cal. 612. 

(2) [1908] 12 0. W. N. 28 Note 

(3) [1912] 15 I. C. 893. 

(4) [1911] 10 I. C. 905. 

(5) [1915J 30 I. 0. 789. 

(6) A. I. E. 1914 Cal. 232=23 I. C. 337=41 
Cal. 990. 

(7) [1879] 10 Ch. D. 327=19 L. T. 613=27 
W. R. 496. 

(8) 3 Ch. A. 203 =18-L. T. 134 =16 W. R. 

441, 


In an earlier part of the judgment the 
learned Chief .Justice says: 

“But it is a jurisdiction to be exercised with 
care and reserve, for it would be highly detri¬ 
mental to encourage the idea in litigants that 
the final judgment in a suit is to be merely a 
prelude to further litigation. The fraud used 
iu obtaining the decree being the principil 
point in issue, it is necessary to establish it bv 
proof before the propriety of the 'prior decree 
can be investigated.” 

On the other side also a number of 
cases have been cited including a deci¬ 
sion of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council in the case of Ba^mohun Gossain 
V. Gourmohun Gossain (9). That was a 
case in which a party having expressly 
agreed not to appeal, in contravention of 
his agreement presented an appeal and 
obtained a decree, which he afterwards 
sought to set up against the other side. 
It is quite clear that this case was decided 
entirely upon its own facts and circum¬ 
stances. The general law as to what 
constitutes sufficient allegation and proof 
of fraud to justify the setting aside of 
a decree in a previous suit was not dis¬ 
cussed. 

Special reliance was placed on a rul- 
ing of the Calcutta High Court in the 
Gd.se oi Lakshmi Charan Shaha v. Nitr 
All (10). This decision was cited with 
approval by another Banch of the 
Calcutta High Court in the case of Kedar 
Nath Das v. Ilemanta Kumari (11). In 
this case a decree had been obtained 
against the plaintiff’ ex narbe. The plain¬ 
tiff succeeded in having the ex parte 
decree set aside bub another ex parts 
decree was passed against him. The 
plaintiff then brought a suit to set aside 
that decree on the ground that the same had 
been obtained by means of false evidence. 

It would appear that the Court held that 
on the mere allegation that the decree 
was obtained by false evidence the plain- 
tiff was entitled to reopen the litigation. 

If we assume that no just distinction can 
ha drawn between a person against whom 
a decree has been obtained without con¬ 
test after due notice and a person who 
has appeared after notice and has been 
defeated after making the best fight he 
can. It seemsto me that tbedeoision of the 
learned Judges in the case cited omits to 
consider the great danger pointed out by 
Thesiger, L. J., in the case of Flower v. 

i,W tt A.“ 9 T^TurR: 47x1 

Suth. 378=1 Sar. 723=19 E. R. 464 (P C 1 
(10) [1912]38 Cal. 936 =11 I. C. 626. ' 

(11) A. I. R. 1965 Gal. 69=22 1. C. 709. 
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Lloyd ( 7 ), As the result of the decree 
•of the learned Judges if the plaintiff had 
succeeded in setting aside the decree on 
the ground that the eyidence advanced 
by the plaintiff in that suit was false, 
what was there to prevent the defeated 
defendant instituting another suit to set 
raside that decree on exactly similar 
grounds? This decision does not appear 
to have met with universal approval of 
the Calcutta High Court see: Moruful 
Huq V. Sitrendra, Nath Roy (3). 

I would here like to point out that it 
is open to question whether a decree or 
.order which has been obtained after due 
notice is very accurately described as *'ex 
parte.” It is hardly necessary to remark 
that an order obtained after notice is 
very different from an order obtained 
without notice. 

In the present case it seems to me that 
the neglect to inform the Court of the 
fact that there had been a previous at¬ 
tempt at another stage of the litigation 
to get a personal decree, even assuming 
that the neglect was wilful, could not 
amount to “fraud” which would entitle 

I 

the plaintiffs to set aside the decree 
;which was obtained by the defendants 
under S. 00, T. P. Act. The present suit 
'is in reality an “appeal” against the 
decree of tlie Court long after limitation 
I would allow the appeal. 

Rafique, J,—I find that the questions 
argued at tho l>ar do not arise in this 
case. Tho arguments have proceeded on 
tho assumption that a jiersonal decree 
under S. 00, Act -t of IS80 was obtained 
hy tho defendant.ap]Jollant not against 
tlie ]ilaintilTs respondents. On reference 
to t he record I find that no ])ersonal 
decree was passed against them, hut a 
decree a^'ainst thorn was passed in their 
rei rcsL'iif ati'.'o capacity against the 
estate of Imtiaz Ali, doooasod, one of the 
moitgagors. Tlio contention for them 
dial lending the decree as Having boon 
fraudulent ly obtained is based on tlie as- 


•'innpdon of a personal decree and asm 
.'iich docioo was passed, their oontontiot 

O'l'- 1 would thoroforo allow th 

ippoal. 

i'y the Court.- —Tho order of th' 
(loiirt is thati the apimil is allowed, tlr 
decrees of bot h tho t\)nrts holow are so 
asitlo and Mio suit, is dismissed witl 
costs in all Couils. 


v.r./K.K. 
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Banbrji and Rafique, JJ. 

Janhi Kuar —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

v. 

Lachmi Narain and oi/jgrs—Defen¬ 
dants—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 453 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 28th May 1915, from decision 
of Dist. Judge, Cawnpore. 

Decree—Setting aside—Ground of “decree 
in contravention of pleading**’ is barred by 
res judicata—Ground of perjured evidence is 
not tenable. 

A suit brought to set aside a decree iu a pce^ 
vioas suit on the ground that the decree had 
been passed in contravention of tho pleadings 
in that suit is barred by the principle of res 
judicata. 

A suit to set aside a decree on the ground 
that the decree in the previous suit was ob¬ 
tained by perjured and false evidence, is not 
maintainable” 23 I. C. 337 and 1-5 I. C. 303, 
Foil. C^se law Referred' and 29 Mad. 179, 
not Appr. [P 401 C -2] 

Kailas Nath Katju —for Appellant. 

i9, jVf. Sulaiman — {oT Respondents. 

Judgnient.— This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the plaintiff.appellant 
for possession of two shops and the 
rooms on the upper storey of these shops 
and for a declaration that a decree, 
dated 4th June 1907, of the Court of the 
Additional Judge of Cawnpore is null 
and void and ineffectual. The property 
in question along with other property 
originally belonged to one Balak Ram. 
He made an endowment of portions of 
his property and left the reaminder to his 
two widows. The survivor of thorn made 
a gift in favour of one Bindeshri Prasad 
in 1903. The plaintiff is the sucoessor-in- 
titlo of Bindeshri Prasad. In the year 
1907 tho defendants the trustees of the 
endowment brought a suit against Binvle- 
shri Prasad to -set aside the gift, on T^be 
ground that tho property comprised 
in it was part of tho oudosTod property 
and that the donor had no power to make 
the gift. That suit rolatod to a residential 
house and apparently to two shops 
situated in front of tho house together 
with tho loft or bala khana on the shops. 
There was a dispute also in that suit in 
regard to the passage leading to the 
residential house, t^n 4th Juue 1907 
tho .\dditioual .Tudgo of Cawnpore made 
a deovee in favour of tho plaintiffs to that 
s\nt in respect of the two shops and the 
loft on tho top of them an I distuissed the 
remainder ot tin olaim. Subsequently to 
this tho present plaintiff ohtainQv) an 
assignment from the son of Bindeshri 


Api't'tif allowed. 
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Prasad and thus acquired title. He 
•brought the suit out of which this ap¬ 
peal has arisen on two grounds. First, 
that the Court acted 'ultra vires in the 
former suit in deciding the question 
relating to the two soops, as there was 
no dispute in that suit in respect to 
iihem and secondly, that the decree in the 
former suit was procured by fraud. The 
Court of first instance dismissed the suit 
and its decree was afftroaed by the lower 
appellate Court. The plaintiff has pre¬ 
ferred this appeal and the contentions 
raised in the plaint have been reiterated 
in the appeal before us. The case has 
been argued ably on both sides and a 
large number of rulings, English and 
‘Indian have been cited. 

4 

As regards the first ground stated 
above we are of opinion that the plain¬ 
tiff who stands in the shoes of Binde- 
shri Prasad who was a defendant to the 
former suit, cannot set up a higher right 
than Bindeshri himself could have done. 
There can be no doubt that Bindeshri 
'Could not have maintained a separate 
suit to set aside the decree on the 
ground that the decree passed was in 
contravention of the pleadings and was 
therefore erroneous. His remedy was 
-an appeal and no appeal having been 
preferred the decree whether right or 
wrong, has become final between the 
parties and a fresh suit to set it aside 
on the ground that it was erroneously 
passed offends against the well-known 
Tules of res judicata. As regards the 
second ground, S. 44, Evidence Act, pro¬ 
vide? that a decree obtained by fraud 
is not binding. It may also be taken 
as settled by authority that a separate 
suit may be brought to sot aside a de¬ 
cree on the ground of fraud. The ques¬ 
tion is what is the nature .of the fraud 
which the plaintiff must allege and 
establish in order to obtain relief? It is 
contended on behalf of the plaintiff-ap¬ 
pellant, that a plaintiff can maintain 
his suit on the ground that the decree 
in the former suit was obtained by pro¬ 
ducing fabricated evidence and in sup- 
port of this contention the ruling in the 
case of Veiikatappa Naik v. Subba ''Jaik 
(1) was mainly relied upon. Other 
rulings*'so were cited. In the case 
mentionjd 'above the head note runs 

thus: J 

29 Mad. 179=16 M. L. J. 59. 
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“A suit will lie to 'sot aside a judgment on 
the ground that it was obtained by fraud com¬ 
mitted by the defendant upon the Court by 
committing deliberate perjury and by suppres¬ 
sing evidence. The law on this point is the 
same in India as in England.” 

The facts of that case are not fully 
stated in the judgment, but reliance is 
placed by the learned Judges on two 
English cases, namely, Abouloff v. Op- 
jyenheimer (2) and Vadala v. Loives (3) 
Wo may mention that those were cases 
in which a suit was brought either to 
enforce or to set aside a foreign judg¬ 
ment and in both instances the ground 
upon which the judgment was sought to 
be set aside was the ground of fraud. As 
pointed out by Jenkins. C. J., in Nanda 
Kalmar Howladar v. Bam Jiban Ilowla- 
dar ( 4 ), Sir John Rolt in Patch v. Ward 
(o) discussing what is meant by fraud 
when it is said that a decree may be 
impeached for fraud, said; 

“The fraud must be actual, positive fraud, a 
meditated and jiUentioual coiiiriv.xnce to keep 
the parties and the Court iu ignorance of the 
real facts of the case and obtaining that de¬ 
cree by that contrivance.” 

Following these observations the 
learned Chief Justice remarked as fol¬ 
lows: 

“There is however no suggestion fliat tho 
decree in ‘the previous suit- was fictitious or 
that the plaintiils in this suit were prevented 
by any contrivance from placing before the 
Court in the former suit any materials rele¬ 
vant to the issue, nor has there been any siili- 
sequeut discovery of evidence that goes to show 
fraud, or that the Court was misled in the 
former suit.” 

He held that an error of fact or an 
error of law committed in the previous 
suit would not entitle a party to have 
the decree in that suit set aside on that 
ground. The same view was held by the 
same Court in Moruful Huq v Suren- 
dra Nath Rorj (6). ^In that case the 
learned Judges differed from the decision 
of the Madras Court to which we have 
referred above, and held that a decree 
in a suit cannot be set aside ’in a subse¬ 
quent action brought for that purpose on 
mere proof that the previous decree was 
obtained by perjured evidence. The 
learned Judges followed the case of 

(2) [18^-2] 10 Q. H. D. 295=52 -L. J. Q. B. 1=1 
47 L. T. 3i5=:31 \V. R. 57. 

(3) [1S90] -25 Q. B. D. 310=63 L. T. 128=33 
W. R. 594. 

(4) A. I. R. 1914 Cal. 232=23 I. C. 337=U 
Cal. 990. 

(5) 3 Oh. A. 203 = 13 L. T. 131 = 10 W. R. 
441. 

(6) [1912] 15 I. C- S9?. 
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Baker y. Wadsworth (7). Wo think that 
the ^veight of authority ig in support of 
the view taken by the Calcutta High 
Court in the two oases mentioned above 
and we are of the same opinion. The 
reasoning of the learned Judges in both 
these cases commends itself to us. In 
the present suit the only fraud alleged 
is that stated in para 3 of the plaint* 
namely, that the defendants made altera¬ 
tion in the eleven shops and the stable 
appertaining to the thakurdwara in such 
a way that they converted two shops 
into one shop, and one shop into a stair¬ 
case room, and that owing to this cir¬ 
cumstance and to the false evidence 
which was adduced to prove it, the 
Court was misled into holding that the 
two shojis now in dispute were part of 
the endowed property. The present suit 
therefore is a suit based on the ground 
that a decree in the i)revious suit had 
been obtained by perjured and false 
evidence. That in our opinion is not a 
Bumcient'ground which would justify a 

party, who or whose predecessor-in-title 
was a party to the previous suit, to bring 
a subsequent .suit with the object of set¬ 
ting aside the decree in the former 
suit. 


It was open to the defendants to prove 
by evidence that the allegations made 
and the evidence adduced on behalf of 
the plaintiffs were untrue. Agreeing as 
wo do with the view taken by the Cal¬ 
cutta High Court in the oases men- 
tionol above, wo do not feel ourselves 
justified in following the decision of the 
Madras High Court referred to above 
and wo deem it unnecessary to refer to 
the various other rulings cited at the 
hearing. The learned vakil for the ap¬ 
pellant has very properly drawn our 
attention to the recent decision of the 
saino Court in fjo^jadip.uti Chnmauya 
V. Kotla liamanna (S), in which the view 
taken iti that case iloos not appear to 
liavo been a[q>rovod. It is true that in 
the i.resont case the plaintitT was not 
allovod to addiioo eviJonoo in regard 
to wliat was allo;ol by liim to he fraud, 
hut tins is nnaterial as, in our opinion! 
the allegations in the plaint as to tlio 
nalmre of tlie alleged fraud would not 
lustify a Court in sotting aside a decree 
passed between the parties in a previous 
suit oven if the allegations were ostahli- 

(7) (-.7 L. I. 11. H. yol. ‘ “ 

3H Mui ioj-j'ji 0 67'' 


shed. We agree with the oouolusioa of 
the Court below and dismiss the appeal 
with costs. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal dismissed.. 
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Piggott, J. 

Mathura Pra.5ad— Defendant—Appel¬ 
lant. 

V. 

Karhn Baksh and anof/tcr—Plaintiffs 
— Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1434 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 1st November 1915, from decree' 
of Sub. Judge, Meerut, 

Easements Act (5 of 1882), S. 18—Grovt^ 
land used as burial ground held to be cus¬ 
tomary right in the nature of easement. 

Wbcro .1 particular grove land was used bv 
the family of ^lalicmcdan tfsidcuts of a 
village as burial ground: 

Held: that the right claimed by them was 
not au easement but a customary right in the 
uature of an easement. * [p 404 Q 1 ] 

M. 1/. AgLirwitla and Benoy Kumaf 
Mukerji—iot Appellant. 

Pearey Lai Battcrji —for Respondents^ 

Judgment.— The facts out of which 
this appeal arises, may be stated as- 
follows: 

The plaintiffs and the pro forma de¬ 
fendants are Mahomedan residents of a 
certain village. The defendant-appel¬ 
lant is a Hindu, a mahajan of the samO' 
village. The dispute relates to a cer¬ 
tain plot of grove land therein situated. 

The ancestors of the plaintiffs and of 
the pro forma defendants held this grovo 
as tenants. They executed a series oi 
deeds purporting to trau^for whatever 
rights they possessed therein, to the 
defendant, A dispute having broken out 
between the parties, the present suit 
has been brought by the plaintiffs to en¬ 
force a right, alleged to exist in favour 
of the family of which the plaintiffs and 
the pro form a defendants are membersi 
to bury their dead in the said grove. 

The Court of first instance apparently 
found that such a right did exist in 
favour of the family to which the plain¬ 
tiffs belong, hut that this right extended 
only to a small portion of the grove in 
dispute. The learned Mun-if, however, 
prooaoded to grant t ho plaintiffs a declara¬ 
tion whioh was so cautiously worded 
that it is ditVu'ult to conceive of what 
use it could have been to them; it is 
oonse.juently not surprising that the 
defendant did not appeal against it. 
The pl.rintitls appealed, and there was- 
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no orosa-objeofcioa filed by the contesting 
defendant. Ib is only by reference to 
the judgment of the lower appellate 
Court that one can ascertiin whether 
he sought bo support the decree of the 
Court of first instance on any of the 
points which had been decided against 

him. It does not appear to me that ha 
did so. 

Issue 1 as framed by the lear¬ 
ned Sub-Judge in appeal, was in these 
terms: 

" Have the pUiiitiSi a right to bury their 
dead ia the whole area of the disputed grove, 
or only ia the particular portion of it specified 
ia the lower Court’s decree?” 

The point has not been taken in 
second appeal that the frame of this 
issue begs the questions in dispute, or 
any of them, in favour of the plaintitls. 
The learned Sub-Judge, in spite of 
the curious frame of the first Court’s 
decree, apparently unierstood the lear¬ 
ned Munsif to have found in favour of 
the plaintiffs that they had a right to 
bury their dead in a certain portion of 
the disputed area, and ha considered 
only whether that right did or did not 
extend over the whole area in dispute, 

If exception had been taken to this in 
the memorandum of appeal, I should 
have felt strongly disposed to remit an 
issue for a further finding. As the case 
for the appellant v/as put to mo in argu¬ 
ment the notion that the lower appei- 
late Court had assumed any point against 
him without deciding it, was expressly 
disclaimed. I was invited to consider 
that, in spite of the frame of the issue 
the .learned Sub-Judge had in fact 
decided both points, viz., that there 
existed in favour of the plaintitfs, a right 
to bury their dead in the land in dispute 
and, secondly, that this right extended 
over and applied to the whole of the 
disputed area. 

Of toe pleas taken in the memoran¬ 
dum of appeal before me, those em¬ 
bodied in paras 2, 3 and 4, inty at once 
ba rejected. In para. 4, a point of law 
is sought to be raised which was nob 
taken in either of the Courts belosv, and 
I do not think it is a question which 

I should permit to be raised at this 
stage. 

The contention put forward in para. 2 
would seem to be that a right to use 
land for the burial of the daid can only 
exist to the extent of placing one dead 


body on the top of another, i. e., to a 
specific area already ocoupiad by corpses 
previously interred. This seems to me 
obviously unsustainable. Nor does the 
fact put forward in para. 3, that the 
greater portion of the plot in dispute 
has been kept under cultivation by the 
appellant, seems to me in itself any 
reason for inter.^ering with the decree 
of the Court below. It is (]uite conceiv¬ 
able that the plaintiffs might have a 
right to bury a deceased member of their 
family on a particular spot even though 
the surface of tho ground at that point 
mig^.t be under cultivation by the da- 
fendant so long as it was not required 
by the plaintiffs for purposes of burial. 

The main contention in support of this 

appeal is that embodied in para. 1 of the 
appellant’s memorandum. As stated, 
the plea taken is tbat there cannot be 
any ea'^oment in law “ for burying the 
dead in a case like this.” I do'*'nob 
altogether understand what ia meant 
by the words “ in a case like ibis,” bub 
the argument as laid before me. is based 
on the provisions of the Easements 
Act 5 of 1882, and in so far as it rests 
upon that Act, io is unanswerable. The 
finding of the lower appellate Court is 
tlut there exists in favour of the plain¬ 
tiffs, or more strictly speaking in favour 
of the family to which the plaintiffs and 
the pro forma defendants belong, a cus- 
tomary easement of burying their dead 
in the entire area of the disputed grove. 

Tnere certainly cannot be a custo¬ 
mary easement ” within the meaning of 
the definition in S. 18, Act o of 1882. 
for the simple reason that the riglst sot 
up is not within the dodnibion of an 
easement in S. 4 of the same Act. Jt is 
not claimed by the plaintiffs, and has 
not been found in their favour in virtue 
of their ownership cr occupation of any 
land other than the grovo in dispute. 
There being no dominant heritage, there 
can bo no easement at all within tlie 
moaning of Act o of 1882. What I 
really have to decide, is whetlier I 
ought on this ground to sot aside tho 
findings of the lower appellate Court, 
and either reverse the decree of the 
loarnel Sub-Judge or caii for a fresh 
finding or whether, on the ether hand 
I can regard tho finding in favour 
of tile existence of a customary easo- 
ir^ent as a finding that there exists a 
customary right of the nature of an ease- 
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ment independently of the provisions of 
the Easements Act, such as is safe- 
guarded by the saving provisions of 
S. 2 of the Act itself. That there can 
be a customary right of burial under 
circumstances which obviously exclude 
the application of the provisions of Act 
5 of 1882, for the reason already noted, 
i. e , the absence of any dominant berit* 
age, I take to be settled law, as is ap> 
parent from such decisions as that in 
Mohidin v. Shivliiujappa (l), which rests 
in part upon a decision of this Court in 
Knar Sen v. Mainman (2). There is no 
Ispecific reference to the provisions of the 
Easements Act in the judgments of 
the Court below, and it seems more 
■reasonable to suppose that the learn- 
led Sub-Judge used the expression 
i“ customary easement ” loosely, instead 
of the words “ customary right in the 

inature of an easement,” than to assume 

% 

that he was entirely ignorant of the 
provisions of the Easements Act. Ac¬ 
cepting the finding of the lower appel¬ 
late Court in this sense, it seems to me 
to be substantially a finding of fact, or at 
any rate to be one with which I ought 
not to interfere on any of the grounds 
put forward in this appeal. I am bound 
to say that I consider the case a some¬ 
what unsatisfactory one. The plea¬ 
dings of the parties have been loose 
throughout, and it does seem to me to 
be open to argument whether the Courts 
below have held the plaintilTs as strictly 
as they might have done to the case set 
up in their written pleadings. I must 
however, give effect to the conclusion at 
which I have arrived by dismissing this 
appeal with costs. 

__v.V*/l{.K. Appeal 

(!) [189'.)] '23 Horn. OGli. - - 

i'l) [1«95J 17 AI1.87 = (1895) A. W. X. 10. 


V. Karan Singh 1915 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), O. 2, R. 2—Delibe¬ 
rate omission to claim right relief bars sub¬ 
sequent suit on same cause of action. 

Where the plaintiff knew perfectly well what 
relief he was entitled to and bo deliberately 
omitted to claim the right relief, his subsequent 
suit in respect of the same cause of action for 
the right relief is barred by the provisions of 
O. 2. R. 2, Civil P. C. [P 405 0 2] 

B. E. O'Conor and Iqbal Ahmad —for 
Appellants. 

Peary Lai Baderji'^lot Respondents. 

Judgment.—The facts which have 
given rise to this appeal are as follows: 
Rahim Ali Khan,' one of the defendants- 
respondents, was the owner of 7i biswas 
in the village Dastara. On 5th Decem¬ 
ber 1902, be executed a sale-deed in res¬ 
pect of 6 biswas out of the biswas 
in lieu of Rs. 14,000 in favour of Abdul 
Hakim Khan and his three minor sons. 
Out of the consideration money the sum 
of Rs. 12,000 was left with the vendees 
for the discharge of two prior mortgages, 
namely, Rs. 6,000, were to be paid on 
account of a usufructuary mortgage to 
the credit of Har Bhajan Lai and others, 
mortgagees, and Rs, 2,924-5-0 were to 
be paid to one Lala Sant Lai for a 
simple mortgage. It was further agreed 
that any balance left over, after pay¬ 
ment to the two prior mortgagees, will 
be repaid to the vendor; the payments 
to the two prior mortgagees were to be 
made at stated times which were men¬ 
tioned in the sale-deed. The prior mort¬ 
gagees were admittedly not paid on the 
date mentioned in the sale-deed. On 
12th September 1912, Rahim Ali Khan 
executed a deed of assignment in favonr 
of Karan Singh and Ahmad Ali Khan in 
respect of the money due from the ven¬ 
dees, that is, the balance of the purchase 
money and damages on account of non¬ 
payment of the prior mortgages on the 
dates mentioned in the sale-deed. On 9th 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 404 


Trnr.ALL anm) Rafique, JJ. 


Ahdul Italim Khan and o/Z/c/'n—D e¬ 
fendants— Appellants. 

V. 

Karan S'nujh and —PhiintitTs— 

Respondents. 

hirst Ai>peal No. 9 of 1914. Decided 
on I5th -Inly 1915, from decree of Addl. 
Sub-Judge, Aligarh. 


January 1913 Karan Singh and Ahmad 
Ali Khan, the assignees, instituted the 
suit out of which this appeal has arisen 
for the recovery of Rs. 9,000, the amount 
said to bo duo on account of damages 
and the balance of purchase money. Tao 
claim was brought against the vendees 
and against Rahim .Mi Khan and others. 
The claim was resisted on various pleas, 
one of which was that it was barred 
by O. 2. R. 2, Civil V. C. The learned 
Subordinate Judge, in whose Court the 
suit was tiled, decreed it in part. The 
vendees have preferred the present ap- 
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peal. They challenge the decree against 
them on the ground, among others, that 
the suit is nob maintainable in view of 
the provisions of 0. 2, R. 2, Civil P. C. 
The argument is based on the allega¬ 
tion that on 11th September 1905 Rahim 
Ali Khan brought a suit in the Court 
of the Subordinate Judge of Aligarh for 
the cancellation of the deed of 15th 
December 1902, against the appellants, 
on the allegation that the latter had 
failed to carry out their part of the con¬ 
tract by not paying the prior mortgagees 
and not paying him the balance of the 
purchase money. The said claim was 
dismissed on the ground that the remedy 
sought by Rahim Ali Khan was not 
open to him, as the non-payment of sale 
price or the non-fulfilment of some of 
the terms of the contract of sale did not 
entitle the vendor to ask for cancella¬ 
tion of the sale, ft is contended on 
behalf of the appellants that the cause 
of action alleged in the suit of 11th 
September 1905, was the same as the 
cause of action stated in the present 
suit, namely, the breach of contract by 
the appellants. It was open to Rahim 
Ali Khan in the former suit to sue for 
damages and the return of the unpaid 
sale price and that his omission to do so 
bars the present suit under 0. 2, R. 2, 
Civil P. 0. 

In support of this contention the 
learned counsel for the appellants re¬ 
lies on the wording of the said pro¬ 
visions of law and on the following 
cases: Bangayya Goundan v. Nanjappa 
Rao (l), Badri Bisal v. Mt. Lalta Koer 
(2) and Baja Bahadur Shiv Lai Moti 
Lai V. Bajee Vappa Pampanna (3). For 
the respondents the reply is that the 
provisions of O. 2, R. 2, Civil P. C., do 
not apply to the present case inasmuch 
as the remedy sought by Rahim Ali 
Khan in his former suit was miscon¬ 
ceived and could not be gi’anted to him. 
It is said that where a plaintitf sues 
for a relief that he is not entitled to, 
a subsequent suit by him for the right 
relief on the same cause of action is not 
barred by 0. 2, R. 2, Civil P. C. In 
support of his contention the learned 
counsel for the respondents has relied 
on the following cases: Piari v. Khiali 

(1) [1901] 24. Mad. 491=28 I. A. 221 (P. G.). 

(2) [1907] 10 O. C. 44 (F. B.). 

(3) ri909] 1 I. C. 319. 
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Bam (4), Darbo v. Eesho Bai (5), Sarsttli 
v. Kiinj Behari Lai (6), Mohan Lai v. 
Bilaso (7), Bandey All v. Goktil Mislr 
(8), Mt. Prah Devi v. Harkishn Das (9) 
and Mt. Parvieshri v. Vasdeo (lO). 

The strongest cases for the respon¬ 
dents are those reported in Piari v. 
Khiali Bam (4) and Mt. Parvieshri v. 
Vasdeo (lO). If it be conceded that the 
proposition of law laid down in the said 
two cases is correct, it does not help 
the respondents in the present case, for 
it was laid down in those cases that 
where a plaintiff has asked for a wrong 
relief presumably under a misapprehen¬ 
sion of what relief he is entitled to 
seek, his subsequent suit for the right 
relief is not barred. In the present case 
we find on reference to the plaint of: 
the suit of llth September 1905, that' 
Rahim Ali Khan knew perfectly well: 
that he was then entitled to claim both 
the damages and the balance of sale' 
price. In fact he stated in para. 9 of 
his plaint that he was entitled to re¬ 
cover damages and the balance of unpaid 
price from the defendants of the suit 
as well as ask for the cancellation of 
the sale deed, but he was for the present 
asking merely for the cancellation of 
the sale and that he would subsequently 
sue in respect of the other reliefs. The' 
cases relied upon by the learned counsel 
for the respondents do not go the lengthj 
of saying that in a case like the present,: 
where Rahim Ali Khan knew perfectly’ 
well what relief he was entitled to and. 
he deliberately omitted to claim the 
right relief, his subsequent suit in res¬ 
pect of the same cause of action for the, 
right relief does not stand barred by 
the provision of O. 2, R. 2. It is clear 
that Rahim AH Khan was entitled to 
more than one relief on his own state- 
menb in the plaint of 1905. He deli¬ 
berately chose to sue in respect of one 
and omitted to sue in respect oi the 
others and he di’i nob obtain the leave of 
the Court in respect of the reliefs which 
he had omitted. The present claim there¬ 
fore stands clearly barred under 0. 2, 
R. 2, as the causa of action in the two 
suits is exactly the same. 

(U'lTBS'lVFAir. 857. 

(5) [1878 80] 2 All. 35G. 

(0) [1883] 5 All. 345=(1S83) A. \V. X. SI. 

(7) [1892] 14 All. 51-2=(1S92) A. W. N. 80. 

(S) [1912] 34 All. 17>=13 I. G. 154. 

(9) [1834] 43 P. R. 1884. 

(10) [1885] 35 P. R. 1885. 
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The appeal therefore prevails and we 
allow it. The decree of the lower Court 
18 set aside and the claim of the plain¬ 
tiffs is disrrissed with costs in both 
Courts. The objections filed by the 
plaintiffs as rsKards the amount dis¬ 
allowed by the Court below are also dis¬ 
missed with Costs. 

^.b./r.k. Appeal allowed. 
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Tudball and Rafiqoe, JJ. 

Parsotam Das and Appli¬ 

cants— Appellants. 

V. 

D. V. Opposite Party—Res¬ 

pondent. 

First Appeal No. 70 of 1910. Decided 
on 2nd July 1910. from order of Dist. 
Judge, Cavvnpore 

(a) Provincial Insolvency Act (3 of 1907), 
Ss. 31 and 34 —Decree-holder is entitled to 
auction sale proceeds realized before adjudi¬ 
cation. 

P ol)taincd !i decroo iinninst In execution 
of the decree ho attached certain pro|oriy of F 
and put it to salo. .After the realization of the 
palo proceed??, the judgmeut-dobtor was declared 
iusolvcnt. 


HcUl\ that was imi titled to recover his debt 
out of the Pale proi'ccds. [p .jq? C 2] 

(b) Provincial Insolvency Act (3 of 1907), 

Ss. 31 and 34^ Order before odjudicntion, 
that portion of sale proceeds would stand 
security for decree that may be passed, made 
decree holder secured creditor. 

ji hrou^lit a suit npuinst F and attached cer¬ 
tain proiicrly of F heforo iud^inent. Ho oh- 
tatnod an rv parfo docreo a^.ijnst the defendant, 
rh- properly Po ad.ichcd was pold in oxeculion 
of another .lecroe and certain rale proecods woro 
roali/.Ml. In 11)0 n o.vniinio the Snhordinato 
•Midpo h id set aaido llio ox parte doorco on the 
oondjlion that a certain portion of-tho sale pro¬ 
ceeds would stand .«ecurilv (or anv decrco tint 
might, 1,0 passed in the suit in favoiir of /»*. Sub- 
sciinontly tho judgment-dehtor was declared 

iiHohaMit. I Itiniatcly a decree was passed in 
favour of * 


Fell: tiiat F was a secured creditor and he 
\v,i8 onlKlcd to draw out the money whicli stood 
secnrity for his ela ini against F,. [p .JO'^ C 1' 

Kai’as Kath for Appollant. 

j*' Fespomlent. 

^ Judgment.--Tlieso t \) o upiiotil?. No?. 

71 ol arise out of the sumo 
insolvency procedinys. Tho facts arc 
Hrnp o. (hio Coorgo ]'..lwAr(l 3 had been 
adjuuiciitud ;in insolvent, on otli Junuurv 
‘din by llio Dishict Judge of (.’awnporo 
on an a|.|.tic;U,ion made by bini himself 

on Jtdli Novemlor 1911. Parsotam Pas, 
ono of tlio anp-'llanls heforo us. claims 
to 1 0 a (nncoi, ulioso circumstances fall 

^vlthln the terms of S. :1|, Provincial 


Insolvency Act, and demands a right to 
certain money realized in execution cf 
his decree against the insolvent by sale 
before the date of the order of adjudica¬ 
tion. Beharilal, the other appellant, is 
a person who claims to be a secured 
creditor within the meaning of S. 31 of 
the Act in respect of the sum of Rs. 1,100. 
It appears that some two or three decrees 
had been obtained in the Court of the 
Munsif of Cawnpore against the insolvent 
early in the year 1914. Among these 
was that of Parsotam Das, the appellant, 
who obtained his decree on 14th January 
of that year. 

He applied for attachment and sale of 
certain property in execution of his decree 
in the Court of the Munsif. There were 
other decrees obtained against the insol¬ 
vent in the Court of Small Causes, but 
we are not concerned with them. In 
June 1914, Beharilal brought a suit in 
the Court of the Additional Subordinate 
Judge against the insolvent and he ap¬ 
plied for attachment before judgment of 
]>arfc of the property which Parsotam 
Das had already attached in execution 
ot his decree. The Court ordered attach¬ 
ment as prayed and then on 15th July 
1914. it gave a decree ex parte against 
the insolvent in favour of Beharilal. 
Beharilal then applied in theCourtof 
the Subordinate Judge for execution of 
liis decree. This was on 24th July 1914. 
lie also applied to the Subordinate Judge 
pointing out that the property of the 
judgment.debtor had been attached in 


execution of the decrees in the Munsif's 

Court, and ho asked tho Subordinate 

Judge to take action under, S. 63, Civil 
P. C. 


It appears that all the decree-holders 
and certainly Beharilal, in order to save 
time and trouble, agreed that the Munsif 
should carry on tho execution of the 
decrees cf his Court, more especially the 
decree cf Parsolam Das, that he should 
sell the property and remit the assets so 
obtained to the Suloidinate Judge so as 

to enable tho latter Court to distribute 

the sale proceeds rateably among the 
decree-holders. Aoccrdingly the property 
was actually sold in execution of the 
decree of Parsotam Das by the Munsif, 
and tho sum of Rs. 3,961 was transferred 
on 19th August 1914 to the Court of the 
Subordinate Judge, to which all the 
o‘lior decrees were also transferred for 
satisfaction. On 4th August 1914, tho 
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judgment-debtor applied, in the suit 
brought by Beharilal, to have the ex paite 
decree set aside. Notice svas issued, and 
on 24th October 1914, an order was pas¬ 
sed in favour of the judgment-debtor, 
setting aside the ex parte decree and 
granting a rehearing of the suit. Up to 
•that time the sale proceeds, Rs. 3,961, 
had not been rateably distributed among 
the various decree-holders. It was stated 
in the Court of the Subordinate Judge 
that the amount which would approxi¬ 
mately fall to the share of Beharilal’s 
decree out of the sura of Rs. 3,961, which 
was in Court, would be Rs. 1,100. 

Thereupon the Court passed an order 
on 24tli October 1914, as mentioned 
above, setting aside the ex parte decree. 
The grounds given in the order were, 
that the application was supported by 
an affidavit: that the sum of Rs. 1,100 
was stated to be the approximate amount 
out of Rs. 3,961 which on rateable dis¬ 
tribution would fall to the lot of Behari¬ 
lal, and as that sum was in Court as 
security and it was only daScient to the 
oxtent of Rs. 300 as compared with the 
claim of Beharilal, therefore the applica¬ 
tion for rehearing was granted. On 11th 
November 1914 the Court passed another 
order on an application of Beharilal, 
'Which clearly shows the meaning of its 
order passed on 114th October 1914. In 
this order it distinctly states that the 
sum of Rs. 1,100 was security, and should 
remain as such security until the deci¬ 
sion of the suit. We again note here 
that on 27th October 1914, Parsotara 
Das applied to the Munsif to have the 
sum which had been recovered by sale 
'distributed among tbo other judgment 
creditors other than Beharilal. The 
Munsif sent on the application to the 
Subordinate Judge, who stated that he 
would distribute the money himself and 
keep all the execution oases pending in 
his Court. On 17th November, the day 
after the application for insolvency had 
been made, the District Judge sent an 
order to tlie Subordinate Judge directing 
him to stay his hand and nob to distri- 
bate Rs. 3,961 among the creditors whoso 
decrees wore in process of execution. On 
l7th December 1914, Boharilal’a suit was 
again decreed on a compromise, and on 
that very same date he applied for pay¬ 
ment of Rs. 1,100 which was deposited 
in Court. The Subordinate Judge sent 
on this application to the District Judge, 
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who directed the Subordinate Judge not 
to pay the money. 

These are the circumstances of the 
case, and the two points for decision are, 
first of all, 'whether the amount which 
Parsotam Das claims as payable to him 
himself is liable to distribution among 
the creditors or is money which falls 
within the meaning of S. 34, Insolvency 
Act. The second point is, whether 
Beharilal is or is net a secured creditor 
within the meaning of S. 3L in respect of 
Rs. 1,100 mentioned above. The learned 
District Judge appears to have held that 
the sale cf the property by the Munsif 
was not a sale legally held in execution 
of Parsotam Das’s decree. He points 
out that under S. 63 Civil P. C., it was 
only the Subordinate Judge who ought 
to have put these decrees into executiou. 
and that therefore in his opinion the sale 
by the Munsif was either an invalid sale 
or was a sale cirried out by the Additional 
Subordinate Judge himself through the 
Munsif. The actual fact is as we have 
already pointed out. The "Munsif with 
the consent of all the decree-holders sold 
the property which had been attached in 
execution of Parsotam Das's decree, and 
the assets were realized in the e.xecubion 
of th’ib decree. They were in deposit in 
Court, That sale clearly was neither 
illegal nor invalid. .\ll the parties 
agreed to it, and moreover Cl. 2, S. 63, 
clearly shows that there was nothing in- 
valid in that sale. The simple fact there¬ 
fore remains that after the execution of 
Parsotam Das’s decree against the pro¬ 
perty of the judgmoot-debtor. assets bad 
been realized by sale of the ])rop8rty 
before the date of the order of adjudica¬ 
tion. The learned District Judge’s order! 
therefore in respect of Parsotam Das is' 
clearly wrong and must be set aside, and, 
we hold that Parsotam Das, when hei 
proves his debt, is entitled to recover! 
that debt out of Ks. 3,9()l which had. 
been realized by sale in executiou of his 
decree. 

The case in regard to Beharilal is a 
little different. Tue contention on his 
behalf is that the sum of Pvs. 1,100 was 
directed by the Court of the Subordinate 
Judge to be held as security for any sum 
which might be finally decreed to him. 
and when the case was decided and a 
decree was finally passevd, that Uioney, 
which was in deposit and stood as secu¬ 
rity, became the money of Beharilal 
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himself and be was entitled to recover it 
at once by application, such as he made 
on 17th December 1914. On behalf of 
the receiver it is maintained that this 
sum was never ordered to be a security 
as pleaded by Beharilal. The decision of 
the question depends on the meaning of 
the order passed by the Subordinate 
Judge on 24th October 1914; that is, the 
order which was passed on the applica¬ 
tion of the judgment-debtor to have the 
ex parte decree set aside. We have al¬ 
ready noted that order. In view of its 
language and in view of the language of 
the order of 11th November 1914, we 
have not the slightest doubt that the 
learned Subordinate Judge intended that 
the sum of Hs. 1,100 was to remain as 
security, in part at least, for whatsoever 
might be decreed to Beharilal on the re¬ 


Judge’s order might be treated as an 
order passed by him under S. 13, Cl. 3, 
Insolvency Act. In the first place, it 
was clearly not an order for attachment 
at all and in the second place, the money 
was not under the control of the debtor. 
We think there is no doubt that Behari¬ 
lal was a secured creditor in respect of 
the sum of Hs. 1,100 mentioned above. 

We therefore set aside the order of the. 
District Judge. We declare Beharilal a, 
secured creditor to the extent of Bs. l.lOOi^ 
and that he is entitled to recover that^ 
sum as against the receiver. Each of the' 
appellants will recover their costs a& 
against the receiver out of the estate o£ 
the insolvent. 

V.B./r.k. Appeal dismissed. 


hearing of the case. Such an order was 
a valid order, which the Court was clearly 
entitled to pass at the time of granting 
the rehearing of the case under 0 . 9 , 
It. 13. Money which is deposited as 
security in obedience to an order passed 
by a Court under 0. 9, R. 13, is similar 
to money which is deposited under the 
rules of the Supreme Court in England 
under 0 . 11 on an application for leave 
to defend. In tlio case of In re Ford, 
Fx parte the Trustee (l), it was held that 
money of this description must be treated 
as money paid in to al)id 0 the event, and 
is a security to the plaintill for the sum 
for which ho may obtain judgment at the 
trial. In the judgment in that case it is 
laid (low’n as follows: 

“The order must bo troited as an order that 
the right to the money when paid into Court 
shall abide tl)o event: see v. JUirsfow ('>), 

whore the order appears (o us to have been in 
the same form as in this case; and it is settled 
that where inoney is ordored to bo paid into 
Court to abide the event it must bo treated as a 
security that the plaintiff slmll not loso the 
benetU of tlio decision of the Co\irt in his 
favour.” 

It sooms to us ((uite clear that when a 
decree was passed in favour of Beharilal, 
the sum of Us. 1,100 wliicli stood as 
security was his, and ho was entitled to 
draw it out frotn Court and api>ropriato 
lit to iiis own use. Tlio application of 
|l7t!i Docoiniier 19 i d ought to have been 
granted. It is suggested that tiie District 


(1) [mo, ” (p. it. ‘in.-c.n 1., .1. o‘>o=-is 
ND u. s(>s—sj I,, r. c.or)—!,-, -p. p. p 
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Knox and Rafique, JJ. 

Sakhaicat All Shah - Defendant—Ap¬ 
pellant. 

V 

Jtiuhaynmad Abthil Karim AViau— 
Plaintiff — Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 962 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 4th November 1915, from decision 
of Addl. Judge, Aligarh, D/- 1st April 
1914. 

Civil P. C. (1908), O. 21, R. 66—S»Ie noti¬ 
fication determines what passes by sale. 

Where au inventory of the properly to be sold 
filed by a decree-holder with his application for 
oxecutiou, showed that only a zeinindari wtis to 
bo sold and not a building situated therein: 

llelii: that the sale did not pass the interest 
of the judgment-debtor in the building: 4 All. 
381 and 22 AU. 108. Tist, (P.409C9] 

(Per A'Mi\r, J.) —The sale notification is a 
most important document when Court wishes to 
find out what was sold in an auction sale held 
in oxecutiou of a decrco. [P 409 C i] 

Shafiartatnati— for Appellant. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Respondents 

Rafique, J. —The dispute between the 
parties to this appeal is between two 
rival purchasers at auction sales. It ap¬ 
pears that several persons obtained de¬ 
crees against one Syed Raider Shah who 
was one of the zamindars of the village 
Khanpur. In execution of the decree of 
one Lachhmi Narain. the xamindari 
sliaro of Syed Raider Shah was sold and 
purohased by the plaintiff-respondentv 
In execution cf another decree obtained 
by one Lakhi Mai against the same 
Haider Shah, the property called the 
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kila situate in Khanpur was sold and 
nuTohased by the defendanfc-appellant. 
The plaintiff-respondent objected to the 
attachment and sale of the said kila in 
execution of the decree of Lakhi Mai, but 
his objection was disallowed. He then 
brought the suit out of which this appeal 
has arisen for a declaration that the 
plaintiff-respondent, by virtue of his pur¬ 
chase at auction sale, is the owner of the 
share of Haider Shah in the kila situate 
in Khanpur, The defendant-appellant 
resisted the claim on the ground that 
all that the plaintiff-respondent had pur¬ 
chased at the auction sale was the 
zamindari share of Haider Shah. The 
objection of the appellant was disal¬ 
lowed by the lower Courts and the claim 
decreed. 

In appeal the defendant repeats his 
plea and contends that all that was 
sold to and purchased by the plaintiff- 
respondent at the auction sale of 21st 
March 1910 was the zamindari share 
of Haidar Shah in Khanpur and that his 
interest in the kila was expressly exclu¬ 
ded from the sale. The Courts below 
have relied upon the ruling of Abu Hasan 
V, Ramzan Ali (l). The facts of that case 
were that the rights and interest of a 
zamindar in a certain zamindari village 
were sold in execution of a decree. At the 
time of the sale, a certain building stood 
on the property of the judgment debtor, 
i. e., in the village that was sold. The 
question was whether the sale of the 
zamindari included the sale of the build¬ 
ing also. It was held that in the absence 
of evidence showing that the building was 
excluded from the sale, the sale of the 
rights and interest in the zamindari in¬ 
cluded the sale of the building also. The 
principle of the case of Abu Hasan v. 
Ramzan Ali (l) cannot bo applied to the 
present case, for the reason that there 
is evidence upon the record to show that 
the sale of the rights and interest of 
Haider Shah in Khanpur did not include 
his interest in the kila. The inventory 
ot the property to be sold, filed by 
Lachhmi Narayan with his application for 
execution of decree, mentioned nine lots 
of property, the first of which was the 
zamindari share of Haider Shah and the 
ninth the {tila situate in Khanpur. It 
was in accordance with this application 
of the decree-holder that the zamindari 
share of Haider Shah was brought to 
' (1) [1882] 4 All. 331. 


sale. The order of attachment and the 

I 

order of dakhaldihani were drawn up in 
accordance with the inventory filed by 
the decree-holder, vide papers Nos. ISC, 
17D, 131, 141, and 153. These documents 
show that the sale of 21st March 1910, 
did not pass the interest of Haider Shah, 
in the kila to the plaintiff-respondent. 
I would therefore allow the appeal. 

Knox, J —I fully agree with my lear¬ 
ned brother. Neither the precedent of 
Abu Hasan v. Ramzan Ali (l), nor that 
of Banke Lai v. Ja<jai Narain (2) are 
safe guides in the present case. In the 
properties which were put to sale, the 
zemindari share without any specifica- 
tion was sold in the former and in the 
latter the sale notification distinctly des¬ 
cribed the property sold as being 20 bis- 
was with gardens belonging to Ram 
Sarup and Piare Lai. The respondent 
cannot show in this case the sale notifi¬ 
cation. This is unfortunate, and as it 
was one of the documents upon which 
his claim rests, if it hard been in his 
favour, he should have taken pains to 
have it produced and placed before us. 
The dakhalnaina and the sale certificate 
upon which he relies are vague in their 
terms. Even if we take them as they 
stand they do not show that the kila. 
was sold. The lower Courts should have 
seen to the production of this document., 
The sale-notification is a most important 
document, as I have repeatedly pointed 
out in several of ray judgments, when a 
Court wishes to find out what was sold. I 
do not think that the lower Courts were 
justfied in arriving at the finding at 
which they did. 

By the Court. —Order of the Court is 
that this appeal is decreed with costs 
including fees in this Court on the higher 
scale. 

V.B./r K. Appeal Ae're.ud. 

(2) [1900] 22 All. 1GS^L900) aV W. N. 31. 
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Richards, C. J. and Baneimi, J. 

Shib Sahai and others — Plaintiffs — 
Appellants. 

V. 

Saraswati and another —Defendants — 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 260 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 2nd June 1915, from decree of 
Addl. Judge, Moradabad. 

Hindu Law—Succession—“Bandhu” means 
"sapinda of different gotra”—Grandfather's 
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Sreat'grandaon’s daughter's son is not bandhu 
under Mitakshara. 

The word “bandhu” under the Hindu law 
means a aapinda” w’ho belongs to a different 
gotra, tbit ia to say, a “bhiuaa gotra sapinda.” 

Therefore for the bandhu-relationship to exist 
it is essential that the person claiming to be 
the bandhu and the last owner must have been 
sapindas of each oUior. The sapinda relation* 
ship extends to seven degrees on the father’s 
side and hve degrees on the mother’s side in¬ 
cluding the last owner. [P 4io C 1. 2] 

• A grandfather’s great-grandson’s daughter’s 
eon is not a “bandhu’’ under the ^^itak8hara 
iaw;^ A. I. R. 19U P. C. 1, Foil. [P 410 G 1] 

Tt>j Bahadur Sapru and Sunder Lai — 
for Appellants. 

Laghate, S. 0. Banerji and B. E. 
O' Co7io ?—for Respondents. 

Judgment, —This appeal arises out 
of a suit for possession of the property 
of one Khairati Rai. The plaintiff claims 
as transfeiee from Bulasi, who is al¬ 
leged to be the bandhu of Khairati Rai 
and thus to have inherited his property. 
According lo the pedigree put forward by 
the plaintiff in the plaint the relation¬ 
ship between Rulaki and Khairati Rai 
is this: that Ihilaki is the son of the 
daughter of a grandson of the paternal 
uncle of Khairati *0 father. The question 
therefore is whether the grandfather's 
great-grandson’s son is a bandhu under 
the filitaksliara law. The Court of 
first instance was of opinion that the 
plaintiff 8 vendor Bulaki avas Khairati's 
bandhu ex parte materna. The learned 
Subordinate Judge clearly misunderstood 
what was moint by a bandlui ex parte 
materna". According to the Mitakshara 
handluis are of three descriptions, 
namely, tlio owner's own bandhus, his 
father’s baudlius, that is "bandhus ex 
parte paterna" and his mother's bandhus 
that is "bandhus ox parte materna." 
There is no (luostion of Bulaki being a 
bandhu ex parte materna in this case. 
The question what constitutes a bandhu 
was fully considered by their Lordships 
of the Privy Council in the recent case 
of Jiam Chandra Martand v. V'iiiaijah 
I i'uKotc.sh Kothekar fl), and the present 
ease is practically conoludod by the 
ruling of tlioir Lordships. The word 
b'.uidliu under the Hindu law (as has 
licen l)old ill that ease also) moans a 
"sapinda" wlio belongs to a different 
gotra , that is to siy, a "bliinna gotra 
sapinda." Thoroforo for the bandhu re¬ 
lationship to exist it is essential that 

(1) A. 1. u. inn.]'. 1-1-2 C;»i. 1 0 

= 1. A. -2no (P. C.). 


the person claiming to be the bandhu 
and the last owner must have been 
sapindas of each other. The rule of 
sapinda relationship has been laid down 
in the Mitakshara and it extends to 
seven degrees on the father’s side and 
five degrees on the mother’s side, inolud- 
ing the last owner. Taking the pedigree 
put forward by the plaintiff which, will 
be found at p. 9 of the paper book, it ia 
clear that Bulaki was one degree beyond 
the seventh degree counting from 
the last owner Khairati Rai. We are 
asked to count the seven degrees from 
the great-grandfather of Khairati, who 
was the common ancestor, and it is said 
that, computing from the common an.- 
cestor Khairati is within the seventh de¬ 
gree; but this computation would leave 
out of consideration altogether Khairati 
himself and his father. The mode in 
which relationship should bo computed 
is stated in Sarvadhikari’s Tagore Law 
Lectures (1880). p. 707, and that is a 
mode which the lower appellate Court 
has adopted. We think that the deci¬ 
sion of that Court is right. Wo dismiss 
the appeal with costs. 

v.h./r.k. dismissed, 
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ChAMIER AN'D Piggott, JJ. 

Yakub .l/f —Judgment-debtor — Appel¬ 
lant. 

V. 

Dunja Prasad and others — Decree- 
holders—Respondents. 

Kxeoution Second Appeal No. 1380 of 
1914, Decided on llth May 1915, from 
order of A ldl. Dist, Julgo, Meerut, 
Limitation Act (9 of 1908), Art. 182—Exe* 
cution application struck off on failure to re¬ 
ply to objection to attachment —Fresh execu¬ 
tion after three years held to bs in continu¬ 
ation and not barred—Execution. 

In execution of a doorea certain property was 
put up for sale. Aq objection was filed that a 
part of the properly belonged to a third person. 

rho Court asked the pleader of the decree* 
holder lo make statomont ns to that by a cer¬ 
tain date, rhe pleader failed to make such 
statomeut. The Court struck off the application 
for execution and sent the file to the record 
room. Throe years aftervv.ards another appU- 
oafion for execution was made; 

BcUii ihat tho second application must be 
treated as ail applioalion to revive the former 
proceedings and was not barred bv time. 

‘* [P 411 0 9] 

N. J/, Siifaivian - for Appellant. 

.t. P . Dube — for Respondents. 

Judgment.— Tho respondents on 27th 
Agust 190^, obtained a decree absolute 
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^or sale of certain property. On 1st 
December 1903, they applied for execu¬ 
tion of the decree by sale of the property 
of the appellant judgroent-debtor and 
also of the share of Mt. Qulsum Bibi and 
two ladies named Jafri Begum and 
Askari Begum. The share of Mt. Qulsum 
Bibi had been definitely excluded from 
the decree for sale by the decree of an 
appellate Court. When the fact was 
brought to notice that the decree-holders 
wished to sell the share of Mt. Qulsum 
Bibi, an order was passed exempting her 
share from sale. Later on the Gollec- 
tor to whom the proceedings had been 
transferred discovered that the decree- 
holders had applied for the sale of the 
shares of Mt. Jafri Begum and Askari 
Begum also, and in January 1911 he sent 
the record back to the Sub.-.Tudg 0 for 
orders. On 2nd February 1911, the Sub- 
Judge called upon the pleader for the 
decree-holders to make a statement 
regarding the shares of the two ladies. 

Further time was allowed to the pleader 
more than once and the last date fixed 
for the purpose of-receiving his state¬ 
ment was 1st March 1911. On lUh 
May 1911, the application for execu¬ 
tion was struck oil and the filo was 
sent to the record room. The present 
application for execution was made on 
i20th December 1913. It was presented 
more than tliree years after the date of 
the last application to the Court for exe- 
■cubion or to take some step.in-aid of 
oxeoution, and the judgment-debtor has 
pleaded that the application is barred 
"by limitation. The decrea.holders on the 
other hand, have contended, and their 
contention has been accepted by both the 
Courts below, that the present applica¬ 
tion should be regarded as one made for 
the purpose of reviving and carrying on 
an execution proceeding which had been 
suspended by no act of default on their 
part. 

It is true that the decree-holders' 
pleader failed to make a statement to 
the Court regarding the shares of the 
two ladies Jafri Begum and Askari 
Begum, hut it does not appear that the 
case was called on for hearing on Ist 
March 1911, the last date fixed for re¬ 
ceiving the statement of the pleader. 

It does not appear that either the decree 
holders or their pleader were even aware 
of the penalty which would be imposed 
if they failed to make the statement, and 
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it ^ seems to ns that when the pleader 
failed to make the statement, the proper 
course to adopt was to direct that the 
shares of the two women should not be 
sold and not to throw out the applica¬ 
tion altogetner. Both the Courts below 
have held that it was not owing to the 
default of the decree-holders that their 
application was consigned to the record 
room. On the whole, we are of opinion 
that the view taken by the Courts below 
is correct and we are not satisfied that 
the Court, when sending the case lo the 
record room, intended to dismiss the ap¬ 
plication for execution altogether. Tni 
the circumstances we think that the pre¬ 
sent application may properly be treated 
as an application to revive the proceed¬ 
ings which were suspended on 11th May 
1911, by the order of the Subordinate 
Judge consigning the record to the 

record room. The appeal is dismissed 
with costs. 

V. B./R. K. ^4 ppea I ilism isse(^. 
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Baneimi AKI> J.T. 

Uu.^tem —A ppellant. 

V. 

Empero )—Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 648 of 1915. De¬ 
cided on 3id August 1915, from order of 
Sess. Judge. Farrukhahad. 

Criminal P. C. ^5 of 1898). S. 512- Omis- 

aion to record finding about accused ab- 

scondsng and not likely to be imnjcdiately 

arrested is fatal to admission of evidence 
recorded. 

A murder wiis committed in 1807. The uc- 
rused ran away at that time and xvus not heard 
of till bo was arrested in lUlS. 'I'ho witnesses 
were esainiucd in 1^-07 on behalf cf the prose- 
cutiori to prove the commission of the oiTonre 
by tl^e accused. The l\rapistrate however did 
not record .any fmdinft that in his opinion the 
accused had absconded and that there was no 
immediata prospect of his arrest. The accused 
was convicted on the evidence recorded in 

Held : that the evidence given in 1807 was 
inadmissible to prove the guilt cf the accused 
and that the conviction was bad, [P 412 C 3) 

C. Ross Ahton —for Appellant. 

B. ^aloovisoii—ioi the Crown. 

Rafique, J. —The appellant in this 
case is one Rustom, who was committed 
to tho Court of Session on the charge of 
murder under S. 302. I. P. C. During 
his trial, the learned Sessions Judge 
added a further charge under S. 307 that 
is, an attempt at muider, and convicting 
him under that section sentenced him to 
transportation for life. The murder was 
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committed as long ago as 3rd December 

1897. The case for the prosecution is 
that on the night of Sri December 1897 
the appellant was driving a camel cart 
from Farrukhabad. On bis arrival at 
Nandsa, he had to change the camel and 
asked Sadullah, who was in charge of the 
camel that was relieved, to help him in 
the harnessing of the other camel and 
also to accompany him to the next stage. 
Sadullah refused to go with the appellant 
any further, upon which the appellant 
took up an axe and attacked him with 
it and inflicted blows on the head which 
resulted in almost instantaneous death. 
Eustom, the appellant, then ran away 
and was not heard of till he was ar¬ 
rested this year, and put on his trial. 
Soon after the murder, the chaukidar of 
the place reported the occurrence and the 
Sub-Inspector proceeded to the spot at 
once. The case was sent up to the 
Court on 24th December 1897, and on 
fhe same date evidence purporting to be 
taken under S. 512, was recorded. Sub. 
sequently it was discovered that the 
proceedings which were taken in 1897 
were incomplete and an order was issued 
to the police to furnish proper evidence. 
This was in 1898. A proclamation under 
S. 87 was issued as also a warrant for 
the arrest of Eustom, both of which 
were sent to the District of Mainpuri of 
which district he was a resident. One 
Ataullali, a constable of the Mainpuri 
District, was examined on IGth August 

1898, who deposed to having made a 
search for the appellant and to liaving 
failed to find liiro. On 3rd September 
189H, the witnesses who were examined 
in 1897 were re-examined. 

Some time in April 1911, the prosecut¬ 
ing Inspector of Farrukhabad, presum¬ 
ably on going tbrougli the old files, came 
ujion the file of this case. lie reported 
that the evidence which purported to 
have been taken under S. 512, Criminal 
P. C., was not legally correct and re- 
common led tliat fresh proceedings should 
1)0 taken. In accordance with his sug- 
gestion. the case was again taken up by 
a Magistrate of the district and formal 
ovidonco of the appellant having ab¬ 
sconded was recorded and the only sur¬ 
viving \\ itnoss, Mt. Vilayatau, was oxa- 
iiiinod. Tliese facts wo have discovered 
by going carefully tlirough the tiles of 
1897, 1898 and 1911, which are in the 
vooord of this case. Tho only evidence 


against the appellant cn bis trial in tha 
present case consists of the deposition of 
Mt, Vilayatan who is alive and waa 
examined before the learned Sessions 
Judge, and the depositions of four other 
witnesses who were examined in 1897,. 
namely, Imtiazan, Husaini, Mohan and 
Earn Singh. The learned Sessions Judge^ 
by a formal order dated 21st June 1916,. 
brought the statements of the said four 
witnesses on the record as evidence on 
behalf of the prosecution. We also find 
the evidence of the said four witnesses 
recorded in 1898 on the file of the Ses¬ 


sions Court, theugh no order appears on 
the file showing bow and when and under 
what circumstances were those state¬ 
ments brought on the record. The evi¬ 
dence of Mt. Vilayatan as recorded by 
the learned Sessions Judge at the pre¬ 
sent trial was rejected by him. The 
conviction of the appellant rests on the* 
statements of the other witnesses re-^ 
corded in 1897. The learned counsel for] 


the appellant contends that the saidi 
evidence is inadmissible, inasmuch as: 
no proof of the absconding of the ac.[ 
oused had been formally received andr 
recorded prior to the examination of tho 
said witnesses. 

We think that this objection is valid 
and must prevail. In S. 512 it is dis¬ 
tinctly laid down that if it is proved 
that an accused person has absconded, 
and that there is no immediate prospect 
of arresting him. the Court competent to 
try or commit for trial such person for 
the offence complained of may. in his 
absence, examine tho witnesses (if any) 
produced on behalf of the prosecution 
and record their depositions. It is clear 
from the language of the section that 
the Court which records tho proceedings 
under it, must first of all record an order 
that in its opinion, it has been proved 
that the accused has absconded and that 


there is no immediate prospect of his 
arrest. No such finding appears on the 
file of 1897; in fact no evidence was 
taken in that year to show that the pre¬ 
sent appellant was absconding and that 
there was no immediate prospoot of his! 
arrest. Tho evidence of 1897 being in-j 
admissible, the conviction of the appel¬ 
lant on the basis of such evidence can-i 
not stand. But it is suggested on be-i 
half of the Crown that tho case should 
bo sent back for retrial with a direction 


to the learned Sessions Judge to admit 
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tihe evidence taken in 1898, inasmuch as 
that evidence was taken after proof had 
been received of the absconding of the 
accused. 

We find that the only statement in 
1898 with regard to the absconding of 
the accused is that of one Ataullab, a 
•constable of the Mainpuri District. He 
does nob say that there is no immediate 
prospect of the arrest of the accused, 
ncr is there any finding by the Magis¬ 
trate that he is satisfied that the accused 
is absconding and that there is no im¬ 
mediate prospect of his arrest. More¬ 
over, we have considered the evidence of 
the other witnesses who were exa'mined, 
in 1898 and are of opinion that their 
evidence is insufficient to bring the 
■charge home to the appellant. Of the 
witnesses examined in 1898, Mt. Vila- 
yatan cannot be jelied upon. Mohan 
Ghamar and Mahomed Yusuf distinctly 
say that they did not see Rustom, the 
Appellant, strike the deceased. The other 
witnesses Imtiazan, Ram Singh and 
Husaini do say that they recognized 
Rustom as the assailant of the deceased. 
It should be observed here that none of 
the witnesses was present actually on 
the spot when the assault on Sadullah 
is said to have taken place. All the wit¬ 
nesses say that they ran upon hearing 
the cries of SaduUah. Imtiazan and 
Husaini also ran up. It was a dark night 
And according to Mahomed Yusuf, it was 
not possible to recognize any person at 
any distance. There is therefore room 
for doubt as to the evidence of Imtiazan, 
Husaini and Ram Singh. In ouropinion, 
it would serve no useful purpose to send 
back the case for retrial with the direc¬ 
tion to admit the evidence taken in 1898. 
We therefore accept the appeal, set aside 
the conviction and sentence passed uoon 
the appellant and acquit him of the 
offence of which he has been convicted, 
and direct his immediate release. 

Banerji, J.—T concur. 
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KrCH-iRDS, C. J. A^’D Baner.ji, j. 

Nathu and anothei —Appellants, 

v. 

.Vi. Gokalia and “Respdts. 

Second Appeal No. 1175 of 19U, De¬ 
cided on 19th July 1915, from decision 
of District Judge, Moradabad, D/- 20th 
May 1914. 


Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 22— 
Tenant died before 1901—Widow succeeded 

She died after the Act leaving daughter— 
Collaterals of tenant cannot succeed. 

P, who was an occupancv tenant, died piiO: 
to the passing of Act 2 of IbOl. His widow 
succeeded to his holding. The widow died leas ¬ 
ing a daughter while Act 2 of 1901 was in force. 
The collaterals of P sued the daughter for pos¬ 
session of the holding and some of them allege ! 
to have bceo in joint cultivation with P ; 

Held : that the plaintiffs could not snccee-l 
to the holding after the death of the widow. 
23 /. C. 100, Veil ; 20 I. O. 7 : 5 /. C. 384, Ref. 

[P 4U C 1] 

M. L, Agorwala — for Appellants. 

Mohan Lai Sandal—ior Respondents. 

Judgment. This appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintilTs claimed 
possession of an occupancy holding. The 
holding at one time belonged to one Par- 
bhu. He died before the present Tenancy 
Act came into force. He was succeeded 
by his widow, who remained in posses¬ 
sion for a number of years and died 
after the present Act came into force. 
The plaintiffs alleged themselves to be 
brothers and nephews of Parbhu, and 
two of them allege that they were joint 
in cultivation with Parbhu. The princi¬ 
pal defendant is the daughter of Parbhu. 
The Court of first instance dismissed the 
plaintiffs suit and this decision was 
affirmed by tlia lower appellate Court. 

On behalf of the ap[ ellant the case 
of Mt. Snmari v. Jageshar (i) has been 
cited : also an unreported decision in 
Second Appeal No. 1148 of 1914. On the 
other side the case of Diilnrl v. Mu' 
Chand (2) and also the case of Deoki R,ii 
V. Parbati (3) are cited. It seems to U 3 
that the plaintiff in a suit for ejectment 
had to prove a title vested in him which 
gave him a right to the possession of the 
land in dispute. S 22, Agra Tenancy 
Act. provides for the devolution of the 
interest of an occupancy tenant, l>i]t it is 
perfectly clear from the language of the 
section that it only provides for sue!', 
devolution where the tenant dies after 
the passing of the Act. If we regard 
Parbhu's widow as the full tenant of the 
occupancy holding, the plaintiffs have no 
right, because they are not the mab 
lineal descendants of Parbhu’s widow, 
ncr did they share in the cultivation with 
her. It we consider that Parhhu was 
the last full tenant and that his widow 
only succeede^to a widow’s estate then 

(1) [19131 20 I C.'7. ' 

(2) [1910] 32 All. 314=5 I. C. 334 

(3) [1914] 23 I. 0. 100. 
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it seems to us that S. 22, Tenancy Act, 
has nob provided for the devolution in 
such a case. It is admitted that at the 
time of Parbhu’s death the present plain¬ 
tiffs could not have succeeded even if 
Parbhu left no widow. In the un- 
raported case to which reference has 
bean made a learned Judge of this Court 
says: 

"the Board oE Revenue ap[)ears to have taken a 
decided view that in circumstances like the pro- 
Boot a eucession wonH bo governed by the 
provisions of S. 2-2, Act 2 of 1901,” 

We doubt if this statement is quite 
accurate. So far as we are aware the 
practice of the Board of Pevenue is to 
look upon the party who has succeeded 
to the occupancy holding as the “full 
,tenant." ^Ve hive pointed out that 
even if this be the true aspect, the plain¬ 
tiffs would have no right to succeed. Wo 
think that in principle the present case 
is governed by the case of Dooki Rai v. 
Parbati (3). We think that the view 
taken by the Courts below was correct 
and ought to be affirmed. We accor. 
jdingly dismiss the appeal with costs. 

VB/r.k. Appeal dismissed. 
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Chamikr and Piggott, JJ. 
2’lunna Lai — Judgment-debtor—Ap¬ 
pellant. 


V. 

Radha Kishan —Decree-holder—Has. 
pondont. 


First Appeal No. 13 of 1915, Decided 
on 2lst Juno 1915, from order of Sub- 
Judge, Muttra. 

Civil P. C. {5 of 1908). O. 21, R. 89—Money 
deposited next day after 30 days because 
though tendered was refused on previous 
day —Held deposit in time, judgment-debtor 
having done all that was possible. 

A jiulgmcut-dobtor applied to set aside a sale 
on iho last day of liiuitatiuii and tendered the 
money lo the 'I'rcaanry Otlicer ehorlly before 
d p. in., the hour at uhich tlio rroisurv ia 
closed to Iho public. Tbo Treasury OfViccr re- 
fubod lo take tl:o money as it was* loo late to 
count, lie however ol'sorvod that the money 
could bo paiil at any time wilhin three days of 
the tondor. I'ho judgmonl-dehtor cousoquenlly 

pud the money next day after 30 da\8 had 
expired; 


Held: that llio judgment-debtor having done 
all that was possible for him to do to pay the 
money into tlio Troasury within time must bo 

taken lo hive pud the mouev in accordance 
with liw. ■ 

Jaivabar Lai Nehru tor Mctilal Nehru 
— for Appcllaiif. 

I.alit Mohan Panerji and Sham 7\W- 
sluia Ddf for llospondont. 
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Judgment.— This is an appeal by a 
judgment-debtor against an order of the 
Subordinate Judge of Muttra, refusing to- 
set aside a sale held in execution of a 
decree. The sale took place on 7th August 
1914. As 6th September was a Sun¬ 
day the judgment-debtor was entitled to 
make an application under O, 21, R. 89, 
and pay the sum specified in that rule 
on 7th September. The evidence shows 
that the judgqaenb-dabtor was not able 
to raise the money required for the pur¬ 
pose until about 2 o’clock on the after¬ 
noon of 7th September. According to- 
the evidence on 7th September he made 
an application to the Court with tender 
in the prescribed form No. 43 duly filled 
in, and obtained thereon an order of the 
Court that the money should be deposi- 
ted in the Treasury. Ho took the money 
to the Treasury shortly before 3 p, m., 
the hour at which tho Treasury is closed 
so far as the public are concerned. 

Tho Treasury Officer looked at his watch 
and said that it was too late bo count the 
money (Rs. 12,735-9-0) on that data and 
ha observed that the money could be paid 
at any time within three days of the 
tender. He was probably referring to 
the words on tho duplicate tender, “re¬ 
ceive and credit the above sum if ten¬ 
dered to you within three days." But 
these words cannot be used for the pur¬ 
pose of extending the period of limi¬ 
tation allowed by law. They are inten¬ 
ded to facilitate the oheoking of the ac¬ 
counts kept by the Court. The judg¬ 
ment-debtor says that he accepted the 
statement of the Treasury Officer as 
correct, and as tho Treasury Officer de¬ 
clined to take the money, he took it away 
and paid it into the Treasury on the 
following day. The Subordinate Judge 
has held that it is not proved that the 
money was tendered before 3 p. m., on 
7th Sopteiiibor and has accordingly de¬ 
clined to sot aside tho sale. The evi¬ 
dence that tho money was tendered to 
the Treasury Officer before 3 p. nv. is 
howovor unoontiadictad and should, we 
tliink, be accepted. Tho question how¬ 
ovor is whether under tho ciroumstanoes, 
11m paymont required by O. 21, R. R9, 
Civil P. 0., should bo taken to havo been 
made within the time allowed by law. 
The leal ned counsel for tho judgment, 
debtor lelios upon tho decision of the 
Calcutta High Court in -Vu/tomed Athar 
Jaman Khan \\ Sukhdeo Panday (l). in 
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which it was held in accordance, with 
the principle curiae neminem grax>a- 
bitt that the payment must be taken to 
have been made in time where the judg¬ 
ment-debtor had applied to the Court 
under R. 89, O. 21, on the 30th day from 
the sale and was ready to deposit the 
required sum in Court and the ohallan 
to the Treasury had been duly filled up 
and placed in the hands of the proper 
officer, but the- signature of the presi¬ 
ding officer of the Court could not be 
procured on that day as ha had left the 
Court. The result was that the ohallan 
was signed on the following day and on 
the authority of it the money was re¬ 
ceived by the Treasury Officer. The Cal. 
cutU High Court held that the appli- 
cation of the judgment-debtor to have 
the sale sot aside should under the cir¬ 
cumstances have been allowed. The 
pi esent case is not on all fours with the 
Calcutta case. In the latter it was quite 
clear that the Court by its own action 
had prevented the judgment-debtor from 

paying the money into Court within time. 

In the present case the question is 
what the Treasury Officer ought to have 
done when the money was tendered 
to him shortly before 3 p. m., on 7th 
beptomber. Wo are not satisfied that 
the Treasury Officer could nob have ar¬ 
ranged for the safe custody cf the money 
until it could be counted in the presence 
of the judgment-debtor, and we think 
that it is probable that he would have 
noade some such arrangement if he had 
not been under the impression that the 
judgment, debtor was entitled to three 
days from the date of the ^ender within 
which to pay the money into the Trea¬ 
sury. Under the circumstances we think 
jthab it should be held that the judgment- 
debtor in this case did all that it was 
possible for him to do to pay the money 
into the Treasury on 7th September, i.e., 
within time, and that ho W’as [irovented 
from paying the money by the action of 
the Treasury Officer, who for this pur- 
pose must be regarded as an Officer of 
the Court. We therefore allow this ap¬ 
peal, set aside the order of the Subordi¬ 
nate Julge, and direct that the appli- 
cation bo disposed of according to law. 

We make no order as to the costs of 
this appeal. 

_ y.B./fi.K. Appeal allowed. 

(1) [1911J ioi. C. 51. ■ ■■ ■■ 
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Richards, G. J. 

Rahim Singh and others —Applicants. 

V. 

Einpero )—Opposite Party. 

Criminal Rovn. Petn. No. G33 of 1915„ 
Decided on 10th August 1915, from order 
of Dist. Magistrate, Mainpuri. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 110 —Evi- 

dence of good character by accused should 
not be lightly brushed aside. 

\yhGre proceedings under S. 110 ato tal;eu 
against a person and he is able to produce wit¬ 
nesses on his bell i If to speak of hjs good 
cbiracler, tbe Court ought to pay particular 
afteniion to such evidence It should not necee- 
fianly be believed but the Court should find 
substautial reason lor not believing tbe evi¬ 
dence befeve it makes an order. [p SlG O 1’’ 

SUol Prasad Ghose and Uma Shanker 
Bajpai~{ox Applicants. 

R. Malcomson— fer the Crown. 
Judgment The fivo appellants Ha¬ 
kim Singh, Dal S.ngh, Gandharp Singh. 
Ilukam Singh, and Khom Singh have L-een 
ordered to furnish security under S. ILO, 
Criminal P, C. All five are thakurs. Ru- 
kam Singh and Dal Singh reside in cne 
village, tbe other three in another village. 
Hukam Singh and Dal Singh have been 
represented by Mr. Bajpai. whilst the 
other throe applicants have been repre¬ 
sented by Mr. Sital Prasad Ghose. They 
were separately represented in the Court 
below also. I have gone carefully through 
the evidence on both sines. The learned 
District Magistrate in confirming the 
ordQT of the Court below says: 

“There is do doubt that the Magistrate has ad¬ 
mitted a great deal of evidence which was quite 

inadmissible, for instance, the evidence of sus¬ 
picions without any tangible ground having 
been stated for these F.uppicjon?, nUo teernd 
hand evidence or mere hcars.iy about what some 
person told another person and that nercou not 
being produced as a witness and ko forth.” 

Ho then proceeds to say that in deal¬ 
ing with the evidence for the prcsecution 
he will eliminate all sncii evidence. All 
the applicants are posssssed of so.me 
zamindari and cultivation. Of course 
it by no means follows that because a 
man is the owner of seme zamindari, he 
IS not a badmash. At the same time the 
fact that he has some property and n-o.M. 
tion ought to 1)6 taken into consideration 
when dealing with a jierscn under the 
provisionsS.no. The evidence, in my 
opinion, given in the Court of first in. 
stance, was very unsatisfactory and very 
vague. The statements were made against 
all seven persons who were then charged 
in a lump." Witness after witness sayg* 
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“All these persons are had characters.*’ 
The Magistrate ought to see that the wit¬ 
ness is really speaking and has reason for 
speaking against each. If I were trying 
the case as a Court of first instance, I 
hardly think that T would feel justified, 
on the evidence, in binding the accused 
over under S. 110; at the same time I 
must bear in mind that this is not the 
Court upon whom rests the responsibi¬ 
lity of administering the provisions of 
S. 110, 1 can only deal with the case in 
revision. Accordingly unless I can find 
socDO substantial grounds for thinking 
that the Court below has gone astray, I 
ought not to interfere. In the present 
case. I think such grounds do exist. The 
Court below has wiped out all the evi¬ 
dence that was given on behalf of Hu- 
kam Singh and Dal Singh simply be¬ 
cause it was of opinion that the thakurs 
had held a panchayat in connexion with 
this case. It seems to have thought that 
it necessarily follows that the evidence 
given in support of the good character of 
the applicants was false because it was 
the result of a panchayat. No doubt it 
might happen that the thakurs would 
take up the case of the accused and come 
to a decision to support them at all 
hazards, quite irrespective of the merits. 
On the other hand, it inigiit very well 
be that the thakurs of the neighbourhood 
might have reason to think that their 
follow-castemen were not being fairly 
treated and that all that they did was 
to lend support to witnesses ready to 
come forward and to speak the truth. I 
have a great dislike to lay down any 
hard and fast rule as to how oases under 
S. 110 shonld be dealt with. 

Each case should be dealt with on its 
own facts and circumstances. I think, 
however one rule may very safely be 
laid down, and that is this: ^Yhere pro¬ 
ceedings under S. 110 are taken against 
a person and ho is able to produce wit¬ 
nesses on his behalf to speak of liis good 
character, the Court ought to pay parti¬ 
cular attention to such evidence. I do 
not moan to say timb it sliould neces¬ 
sarily ho believed, but the Court should 
find substantial reason for not boliving 
tlio evidence before it makes an order, 
Uadinasb.os who happen to ho rich or in- 
lluential may, of course, bo able to pro¬ 
cure false evidence as to their character. 
l>ut .speaking generally, I think a person 
who really is a notorious bad cliaraoter 
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would find considerable difficulty in get¬ 
ting a large number of his neighbours 
to come forward and speak to his good 
character. In the present case, after 
carefully reading the judgments of both 
the Courts of first instance and of the 
District Magistrate, I am of opinion that 
proper attention has not been paid to 
the evidence which all of the five appli- 
cants adduced. Under the special cir¬ 
cumstances of this case, I think that the 
brder both of the Magistrate and of the 
District Magistrate should be set aside. 
I accordingly allow the application, set 
aside the order of both of the Courts be¬ 
low and the accused will be released if 
in custody. If they have given security, 
such security will be oanoelled. 

v.B./r.ic, Order set aside. 


A. 1, R. 1915 Allahabad 416 

TODBALIi. J. 

Damodar Das —Defendant—Appellant, 

V. 

Tilak Chand —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1084 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 14th June 1915, from decree of 

Addl. Judge, Saharanpur. 

Easementt Act (5 of 1882), S. 23—Bailding 
three storeyed pucka house with five spouts 
to discharge water in place of single storeyed 
thatched roof is increasing burden. 

Tbo dcfondiint bad a siuglo'storeycd bouse 
with a tb.atcbed roof. Guo portiou of tbe that¬ 
ched roof discharged tbe rain water on the 
plainliff'si l.rod botweea the houses of the two 
parties, llo removed his thatched house aud 
built a three storeyed puoka house with five 
spouts ou the roof to discharge water on to the 
laud, 

JfelJ, tint there was a considerable iQore.ase 
of burden within the meaning of S. ‘23, EasO' 
monts Act. [P 417 0 1) 

Nihal Chand ~ for .\ppellant, 

S. .1. Haidar —for Respondent. 

Judgment.—The sole question in this- 
appeal is whether the defendant has 
increased the burden within the meaning 
of S, 28, Easements Act. The facts are 
simple. The defendant had a single- 
storeyed house with a thatched roof.i 
One portion of the thatched roof disohar-j 
ged the rain water on a small lane bet-; 
weon tho houses of the two parties, Hej 
has removed his thatched house and has; 
now built a throe-storeyed puoka house 
and ho has put spouts on tho roof of the 
house to discharge water on to tho land 
between tho plaintiff's wall and his wall. 
Tlio Court of first instance held that 
there was really no increase in tho 
burden except where tho wator from ono 
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spout fell on to the ■wall of the plaintiff’s 
house- That spout, the Court ordered, 
should be altered in its direction. The 
lower appellate Court has hold that the 
spouts clearly throw an additional bur¬ 
den on the servient heritage. It seems 
to me that there can be no question that 
there is a considerable difference between 
the burden which the servient heritage 
formerly bore and that which it now 
bears. In the first place double the 
quantity of water now falls upon it. 
The roof of the defendant’s bouse was a 
sloping roof. Half of the water fell in 
one direction and the other half in ano¬ 
ther direction. It is now a Hat roof and 
the whole of the water is discharged 
through five apertures and falls from a 
greatly increased height on to the land 
below it. In my opinion there has bean 
a considerable additional burden placed 
upon the plaintiff’s land and the order 
of the Court below in regard to the 
spouts on the roof on the second fioor of 
the defendant’s house is fully justified. 
Tf the dafendant wishes to discharge his 
water on this land, he must so arrange 
that there is no addition to the burden 
which the servient heritage bore. The 
burden he has now placed upon it is a 
«onsid 0 rably increased one and in my 
sopinion there is no force in this appeal. 
It is therefore dismissed with costs. 

v.b./r.k. Appe<tl dismisfied. 
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Richards, C, J, and Piggott, J. 

Bateshar and otheis —Accused—Appli¬ 
cants. 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. Petn. No. 341 of 1915, 
Oecided on 29th June 1915, from order 
of Sess-Judge, Cawnpore. 

(a) Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 537— 
Without examining complainant Magistrate 
sent for police report and summoned accused 
—Accused discharged as complainant absent 
—On subsequent appearance of complainant, 
he and witnesses were examined — Accused’ 

then summoned and tried and convicted_ 

Trial held not irregular one. 

A complaint was made before a Magistrate. 
The Magistrate without at once examiniag the 
complainant, sent for the papers of the police 
investigation and summoned the accused and 
Bsed a date asking the complainant to proceed 
with the case independently on that date. On 
the date so fixed, the accused appeared, but the 
complainant did not. The Magistrate di.s- 
sharged the accused. Sulisequently on the same 
date the complainant appeared and explained 
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the cause of his delay. 'L’he Magistrate again, 
without examining the complainant fixed .an¬ 
other date giving the coiiipl.ainant opportunitv 
to examine his witnesses. On the date so 
the complainant and his witnesses were exa¬ 
mined and a process was issued fgaiust the 
accused. Subsequently the f cu-.j ! were con¬ 
victed of the oilences conipJaiued of: 

th it there was no .sn cause to set 

aside the conviction on [he ground of irregu- 
larity. - [p 418 011 

(b) Penal Code (45 of 1860), Ss. 323 and 
32 d When simple and grievous hurts caused 
in same affair, cumulative sentences can be 
passed. 

Where diSerenl persons are injured, grievious 
hurt is caused in one case and simple hurt in 
others, the Magistrate is competent to piss cu¬ 
mulative sentences. [p 41 ,q c 2 ] 

W. Wallach —for Applicant. 

R. Mafeomson for the Crown. 

Judgment. This is an application in 
revision. The facts are briefly as fol¬ 
lows: A complaint was made to the po¬ 
lice in which the complainant com¬ 
plained that he and certain other persons 
had been beaten by the present appli¬ 
cants, and that one of them bad suffered 
injm-ies amounting to giievous hurt. The 
police do not appear to have been very 
anxious tc initiate proceedings. The re¬ 
sult was that the compUinant came be¬ 
fore Mr. Williamson, a Magistrate of the 
lirst Class, with what amounted to a 
“complaint’^ though no doubt it was to a 
certain extent also a complaint against 
tho police for not moving in the mattai-, 
This was on .sth February. The Magis¬ 
trate made an order in the following 
terms: 

Papers of the police iuvestigatioa to be pro¬ 
duced before me on IGtb February. The com¬ 
plainants, if they wish to prosecute their case 
independently of the police, should produce evi¬ 
dence on that dito and also summon the ac¬ 
cused.’* 

This order was not regular. There was 
no objection, of course, to the Magistrate 
sending for the police papers. On the 
contrary it was a very correct thing for 
him to do but under S. 200, Criminal 
P. C., he ought at once, and before he 
summoned the accused, to have examined 
the complainant 011 oath. On 16th Feb. 
ruary for some reason or other the com¬ 
plainants did not turn up. The accused 
were in Court and the Magistrate inade 
an order of discharge under S. 259, Cri¬ 
minal P. C. The very same day the com¬ 
plainants turned up and evidently ex¬ 
plained to the learned Magistrate how it 
was that they were unable to he 
in Court. Thereupon the Ma;,.strate 
made the following order: 
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The applicants appeared after the rising of the 
Court, having arrived -by a late train. In view 
of the police report and the departure of the 
accused it will be sufficient to allow applicants 
so much grace as to give them an opportunity of 
showing, under S. 203, Criminal P. 0., whether 
they can support their case by evidence. To 
23rd February for this purpose.” 

This order is dated the 17tb, although 
the corresponding vernacular order in 
the order sheet is dated the 16th. On 
23rd February the complainant and four 
witnesses were examined and process was 
ordered to issue for the accused. The 
proceedings against them began on 8th 
March. The Magistrate again, on 16th or 
17th February, in a lesser degree, made 
the same mistake as he had made in the 
previous order. He did not at once ex¬ 
amine the complainants on oath. It is 
contended in revision that the conduct 
of the Magistrate amounts to such an 
illegality that it vitiates the entire pro¬ 
ceedings. It is admitted however that 
according to the rulings and practice of 
this Court an order of discharge is no 
bar to the Court taking cognizance of 
the case upon a fresh complaint or a 
fresh police report, notwithstanding that 
the complaint or police report refers to 
the very same offence in respect of which 
the accused had previously been dis¬ 
charged. It follows from this that if the 
Court had never made the order dated 
the 17th February, and that on 23rd Feb¬ 
ruary the complainant had come to the 
Magistrate, explained to him w!iy it was 
ho had been unable to attend on the 16th. 
and had then made an oral complaint to 
the Magistrate, the proceedings which 
led to the issue of process and the sub¬ 
sequent trial would all have been regular. 
■It seems to us that tlie irregularity in the 
’previous orders cannot, under the cir¬ 
cumstances of the present ease, be said 
to vitiate the proceedings. At the same 
time wo wisi\ very strongly to impress 
upon tlie learned Magistrate that the pro¬ 
visions of the Cot.o as to jn'oeedure ought 
to 1*0 strictly complied with. Xon-oliser- 
vaneo of the inovisions of the Code leads 
to much confusion juul waste of juiblic 
time, not to spoali of in\'ol\ing tlie par¬ 
ties in untu'cessary expense. Under the 
oircnmstancos of tiiis case we see no 
|suiru)iont; grouml for setting aside the 
conviction on tlio ground of the irregu¬ 
larity \n the issuing of process tc the 
'accused. 

Tho scccnd I'oint raised in (ho ap-i'lica- 
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tion is that cumulative sentences were; 
illegal. It seems to us that there is no 
force in this contention. Different per¬ 
sons were injured, grievious hurt was 
caused in one case and simple hurt in 
others. Therefore it was competent foij 
the Court to impose separate and cu¬ 
mulative sentences. 

The only other matter is a question of 
severity of sentence. The injuries in most 
of the oases were simple. In one oase- 
there was a broken finger and the inflic¬ 
tion on the head of a wound which laid 
bare the bone. No doubt these injuries 
were of a serious nature. There are how¬ 
ever some circumstances connected with 
the case in which it is unnecessary to go- 
in detail but we have considered these 
circumstances, and we think that the 
ends of justice will be met by making the 
sentences passed run concurrently. We 
order that the sentences of imprisonment 
passed on Bateshar and Mathura shall 
run concurrently instead of consecu¬ 
tively. In all other respects we dismiss 
the application. The applicants must 
surrender to their bail. 

v.B./r.k. Order modified.. 
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Richards, C. J. 

Fjmpcror 


Ravi Dayal and others — Opposite 
Parties. 

Criminal Ref. No. 7o7 of 1915. Decided 
on 9th September 1915, made by Sesa. 
Judge, Budauu. 

Penal Code (45 of 1860), S. 379—Removal 
must be dishonest to constitute theft. 

Before an accused cAn bo fouud to be guiltv 
of the offence of theft, it must be fouud that 
ho dishonestly took some iwo^'crtv out of the 
pos.'ies.sion of .mother person. 

NVhero a tommt believing that a lecftl dis¬ 
traint had been made by his landlord "of the 
crops of his holding ^Ybich bad been proviouslv 
attached in execution of a decree against him 
cut and removed the crops. 

Ilt'hi : that tho tenant was not guilty cf theft 

inasmuch us ho could not be said to liavo dis- 

bonesUy taken tho properly out of th^ posses¬ 
sion of any other person. [p jp.i c 1] 

R i\la!covi-<on — for the Crown. 

Judgment. —It appears that a dooreo 
was obtainod against certain tenants. 
The karinda of the landlord purported to 
distrain the crops wliioh had been at¬ 
tached in execution of tiie decree. The 
cultivators then cut and carried away the 
crops. They were'oharged under s! 379 
with having committed theft and son- 
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tenced to one month s rigorous imprison¬ 
ment each. The learned Sessions Judge, 
on the matter coming up before him in 
revision, thought that the fact that the 
landlord had distrained the crops, made 
this subsequent cutting and taking away 
of the crops by the accused lawful. He 
considered that this would bo so, not¬ 
withstanding that the distraint might 
have been more or less collusive between 
the landlord and*his tenants. He there¬ 
fore thought the accused were wrongly 
convicted. The learned Magistrate has 
explained that in his opinion, distraint 
having been made by an agent who was 
not authorized in writing, was illegal 
and that therefore the illegal distraint 
could not justify the removal of the 
crops. The learned Sessions Judge points 
out that the distress was held to be law¬ 
ful by the revenue Court. In my opinion 
it is unnecesary to decide whether or 
not the distress was lawful. A landlord 
who has rent due to him is entitled to 
distrain, notwithstanding that the result 
of the distraint may be in whole or in 
part to defeat the execution of the decree. 
Before the accused could be found to be 
guilty of the offence of theft, it must be 
found that they dishonestly took the 
property out of the possession of another 
person. If the present accused believed 
Ithat a legal distraint had been made by 
their landlord and in such belief cut and 
removed the crops, I do not think that 
they could be said to have "dishonestly" 
taken the property out of the possession 
of any other person. The accused of 
course are entitled to the benefit of any 
reasonable doubt and I think it may very 
well have been that the accused in the 
present case honestly believed that the 
distraint had been made by their land¬ 
lord. I set aside the conviction and sen¬ 
tences passed upon the accused. If they 
are in prison, they will be released. If 
they are on bail, they and their sureties 
will be released. 

V.B./u.K, Conviction <ict aside. 
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Richards, C. J. and TaDRALL. J. 

Suraj Bhan —Defendant —Appellant. 

v. 

Plaintiff—Respondent. 

First Appeal No. 65 of 19U. Decided 

on 26th July 1915, from an order of 

Dist. Judge, Allahabad. 

^ * 
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Bundelkhand Land Alienation Act (2 of 
1903), .3. 3—S. 3 applies to voluntary trans¬ 
fers—Sanction not necessary to pre-emption 
suit. 

There is no provision in the Land Alienation 
Act, which entitles an intending pre-emptor to 
get the sanction of the Collector to bring a suit 
for pre-emption. The sanction contemplated in 
S. 3 of the Act applies to a voluntary transfer. 

[P 419 C 2] 

Diirga Ckaran Banerji and Haribans 
Sakai —for Appellant. 

Sandar Lai —for Respondeat. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit for pre-emption. The plaintiff pre- 
amptor has been found by both the Courts 
to be a person who was not entitled 
to purchase the property in question 
having regard to S. 3, Land Alienation 
Act 2 of 1903, inasmuch as he was not a 
member of an agricultural tribe. The 
Court of first instance dismissed the 
plaintiff’s suit on this ground. The lower 
appellate Court seems to have con¬ 
sidered that the Court might make a 
decree in the plaintiff’s favour subject to 
the consent of the Collector to be sub. 
sequently obtained, and remanded the 
case. We think the view taken by the 
learned District Judge was not correct. 
The plaintiff’s alleged cause of action 
was the fact that the vendor, being 
bound by a custom of pre-emption to 
first offer the property to the plaintiff, 
did not do so. We think that the Act, 
which provides that tlio ] rci erty should 
not be sold to the pre-euj£ enfcir-.'Iy ab¬ 
solved the vendor from any obligalioa to 
first offer the property to the pre-emptor. 
Is is said that the subsequent sanction 
of the Collector might smooth over all 
these difficulties. Ic seems to us that t)io 
Court’s jurisdiction was either to grant 
a decree for pre-emption or not to do 
so. It would be obviously open to many 
objections that the sale of the property 
should be kept in abeyance until such 
time f he Collector sanctions or refuses to 
sanction the sale. \\ e may also point 
out that it is extremely doubtful whether 
the Collector could give any such sanction 
to a pie-ei_nptor. There is no nrovision 
in the Act which enliCe:; an intendinp 
pre-emptor to get the sanction ol the 
Collector to bring a suit for rre-cmplion. 

If the sanction of the Collector could not 
he obtained before the bringing of the 
suit, it seems a fortiori that iio could 
not grant the sanction sulisequeiiJ ly.j 
The sanction contemplated in o. ;> is| 
clearly in the case of a vcluntaiv, 
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transfer. We allow the appeal, set aside ■ 
the order of the learned District Judge 
and restore the decree of the Court of 
first instance with costs in all Courts, 

V.B,/r,K. Appeal allowed 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Dambar Singh —Decree holder—Appel¬ 
lant. 

V. 

Mttnawar AU Khan and another— 

Judgment-debtor—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 90 of 1914, Decided 
on 28th May 1915, from decree of Sub- 
Judge, Meerut. 

Civil P, C. (5 of 1908), S. 11—Various 
execution applications — Judgment-debtor's 
objection on ground of nonliability allowed 
in one —In subsequent execution same objec¬ 
tion raised but dismissed for default—In 
the next execution dismissal of objection 
was held to be res judicata. 

A decree for possession of property and costs 
was passed against several persons. On an 
application for oxecntlon of this decree a com¬ 
promise was entered into between the decree- 
holder and some of the judgment-debtors, who 
had been pro.forma defendants by which the 
decree-holder admitted that he had no claim 
against these judgment-debtors. The decree- 
holder sold the decree and the transferee applied 
for execution against these judgment-debtors as 
well. They objected and it was decided that 
they were no longer liable. The transferee 
in another application for execution again 
joined those judgmont-dobtor.s and attached 
their property, ^''hey made an objection but 
they allowed it to go by default. In another ap¬ 
plication for execution against them they again 
made the same'objection ; 

Held \ that the later of the two inconsistent 
decisions in the proceedings must prevail against 
the earlier and that the objection was barred by 
the rule of res judicata; \ A. L. J. 416 and 
Q> A. L.J. 49u R,cf. [p 420 C 2] 

P. L. Banerjee —for Appellant. 

Ahd.nl Raoof— for Respondents. 

Chamier, J.— One Sri Kisban Das 
obtained a decree for possession of pro¬ 
perty and costs against several persons 
including tbo respondents. When ex¬ 
ecution was taken out in 1905, tlie I'es- 
pondonts protested that they had never 
hcon anything hut pro forma defendants 
and thiit> the ilocioo should not bo in- 
torprotod as making t hem jointly liable 
for costs along with other defendants 
who had contested the suit. A petition 
of compromise was filed on 20th April 
toot; in which the docroo-liolder admitted 
in express terms that lie had no claim 
against the respondents under tlio dooree 
and this com]u-oiniso was made the basis 
of an order of the t-ourt releasing the 
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property of the respondents from attaoh- 
ment. Shortly after that the deoree- 
holder sold the decree to the appellant, 
who in 1907-took out execution against 
the respondents. They put in an objec¬ 
tion and the Court decided that the res¬ 
pondents were no longer liable under the 
decree. The appellant , brought the case 
before this Court on appeal, and this 
Court held expressly that there had been 
a complete adjustment of the decree as 
between the original decree-holder and 
the respondents and that the appellant 
was bound thereby. Notwithstanding 
the decision of this Court the appellant 
in April 1910 again took out execution 
against the respondents and attached a 
sum of Rs. 28-8-0, which happened to 
be in Court to their oi edit, and at the 
same time ho asked for the attachment 
of a much larger sum against the other 
judgment-debtors. The respondents put 
in a petition of objection pleading that 
they had been discharged from liability 
under the decree, that property attached 
previously had consequently been re¬ 
leased, and that the application for 
execution was contrary to previous orders 
passed by the Court. But the respon¬ 
dents allowed their objections to go by 
default, with the result that the applica¬ 
tion for execution was allowed and the 
money attached was paid out of Court 
to the appellant. 

The present application for execu¬ 
tion was presented in June 1913, The 
respondents objected on the ground 
that it has beend held more than once 
during tlie course of the execution pro¬ 
ceeding that tliey are no longer liable 
under the decree. The appellant’s conten¬ 
tion was and is that the Court order 
dismissing the respondents' objection in 
1910 coupled with its order allowing the 
decree to be executed against the money 
belonging to the respondents, has the 
effect of wiping out the previous daci- 
sions passed in favour of the respondents 
and on the principle of res judicata de¬ 
bars the respondents from pleading that 
the decree has been .adjusted so far as 
they are concerned. It is conceded that 
the later of two inconsistent decisions 
in the course of execution proceedings 
must prevail against the earlier; yiallu 
Mai Jhaviman Lai (l) and Eai Sham 
Kishore v. Kgra/i Narain Singh (2). The 

' 1 A. I.. J. 416,'“ ■ 

VH ll909j C A. L. J. 40n 
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question is whether the order passed 
against the respondents in 1910 should 
be regarded as a decision that the deceee 
had not been adjusted so far as the res¬ 
pondents are concerned and that they 
were still liable for the balance of the 
costs decreed. The respondents’ conten¬ 
tion is that the order of the Court de¬ 
cided no more than that the respondents 
wore in 1910 liable for a sum of Rupees 
28-8-0. I am unable to accept this con¬ 
tention. The respondents’ petition of 
objection distinctly raised the question 
whether they were liable under the de¬ 
cree or had been discharged from liabi 
lity by the orders previously passed. No 
question of the extent of the respon¬ 
dents’ liability was before the Court. 
The dismissal of their objections resulted 
no doubt in the sum of Rs. 28-8-0 only 
being paid out of Court to them, but the 
Court did not apply its mind to the ques¬ 
tion of the extent of the respondents’ 
liability. It must, in my opinion, be 
taken to have decided that the decree 
had not been adjusted as alleged by the 
respondents: consequently execution 

might proceed as against them. It was 
also suggested that the appellant’s ap¬ 
plication for execution, directed as it 
was against other persons than the res¬ 
pondents, was calculated to put them off 
their guard and to lead to them to sup¬ 
pose that as only a small sum of money 
belonging to them had been attached and 
a much larger sum had been attached as 
against other persons, they had only to 
allow the small sum of Rs. 28-8-0 to be 
paid to the respondents in order to be 
rid of the whole business. The answer 
to this is that respondents were in no 
way misled by the appellant's applica¬ 
tion. They came in at once with a peti¬ 
tion of objections and their failure to 
press it is not explained. 

I am reluctantly driven to the con¬ 
clusion that the decision of 1910 ne¬ 
utralized the previous decisions and left 
the respondents liable for the balance 
of the decree for costs. I would there¬ 
fore allow this appeal, set aside the 
order of the Court below dismissing the 
application for execution, and direct that 
the application be restored to the pend¬ 
ing fiie and disposed of according to law. 
Costs of this apppeal should be cos^s in 
the cause. 

Piggott, J. -I concur. 
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By the Court The order of the Court 
is that the appeal is allowed, and the 
order of the Court below is set aside 
with this direction that the application 
for execution be restored to the pending 
file and disposed of according to law. 
v.b./r.k. Appeal allowed. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 421 
Full Bench 

Kkox, Rafiqde and Piggott, JJ. 

2It. Jiban Kuar —Applicant. 

V. 

Govind Das —Opposite Party. 

Civil Misc. Case No. 183 of 1915, i de¬ 
cided on 29th October 1915, roferance 
made by Board of Revenue, U. P. 

^ Stamp Act (2 of 1899;. Sch. 1, Arts. 45 
and 55 —Rivals claiming full and sole owner¬ 
ship—Compromise by release of portion— 
Deed executed is deed of release and not of 
partition—Stamp duty leviable under Art. 55. 

Where each of the two rival claimants to a 
property claims to be the sole and full owner of 
the property but in order to avoid litigation 
agrees to release in favour of the other a certain 
portion of it, the deed executed by cither of them 
is a deed of release and not, a deed of partition 
and is liable to a stamp dutv under Art. 55, 
Sch. 1. Stamp .Vet.: 0 Dom. 417* Foll.[P 422 C 1] 

Tej Bahadur Sa 2 )ru —for Applicant. 
Sital Prasad Ghose— for Opposite Party. 
Judgment. —The following case has 
been stated by the Chief Controlling 
Revenue Authority of these Provinces to 
this Court under S. 57, Stamp Act of 
1899. The case stated runs as fellows: 
On 23rd August 1914, one Mathura Das 
died childless, leaving property of the 
estimated value of Rs. 2,25.000. The 
sister of the deceased applied for Letters 
of Administration. Govind Das, a col- 
lateral of Mathura Das, disputed her 
claim. Eventually the two claimant? 
exacted a compromise, and to give effect 
to this compromise both the parties exe¬ 
cuted separate instruments ol even date 
on 14th September 191.1. Each instru¬ 
ment was treated as a deed of release 
and was stamped with a stamp of Rs, 

The instrument e.xecuted by Cobind Das 
was presented for registration and was 
impounded by the Sub-Revisrrar, who 
considered it to be an iiistrument of par¬ 
tition chargeable with a uuty of Rs. .'Lo. 
The instrument was sent to the Coileo- 
tor, who considered i; to be a release and 
referred the case to the Roar.l ot Rev 
nue under S. .55 {-2) oi the Act). Tiie 
Chief Controlling Revenue Xuthorit. 
give it as their opinion that the two 
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deeds read together constitute an in¬ 
strument of partition liable to a duty 
of fls. 375 under Art. 45. Sch. 1, Stamp 
Act. But as they consider the question 

as one of some difficulty, the case has 

been referred to this Court. No one ap¬ 
pears on behalf of the Chief Controll- 
ing Eevenue Authority. The lady is 
^presented in this Court by the Hon’ble 
Dr. Tej Bahadur Saprn, and Mr. Sital 
Brasad Ghotee appears for Gobind Das. 

® heard the former advocate. 

The deeds have been read over to us. 
We have carefully considered their con¬ 
tents and ^Y 0 are satisfied that as the 
deeds stand, they are instruments of re¬ 
lease within the meaning of Art. 55, 
bob. 1, Stamp Act. The case as put by 
|th 0 lady in her deed is that under the 
Mayukha Daw, she is the owner of the 
^operty left by the deceased Mathura 
Das. The case as put by Govind Das in 
the document executed by him is that 
under the Mitaksbara Law. he is the sole 
owner of the property in question. Nei¬ 
ther of them states himself or herself as 
co-owner with the other, nor can they 
jdo so rightly. We therefore have not a 
ease of persons purporting to be oo- 
owners of the property and agreeing to 
divide the same. Each party before us 
claims to be the sole and full owner and 
in order to a\ oid litigation agrees to re- 
\e'\6e in favour of the other a certain 
portion of the property which ho or she 
claims to be his or her property in full. 
The Board of Revenue has cited Reference 
unde) Stamp Act\ S, 46 (l) as applicable 
to this case. But that was a case in 
which the parties purported to be the co- 
owners of the property. The view which 
we take IS supported by Eknath S, Go- 
tvnde v. Jaga)inath S. Gow)ide (2) and 
Reference under Stamp Act, S. 46 (3). 
We direct that this be returned to the 
Chief Controlling Revenue Authority as 
our decision in this case. The deeds will 
be returned with the decision. 

v.li./u.K, Order ac.cordinghj. 


H) [1889] 12 Mad. 198. 
O) [1885J 9 Horn. 417. 
18) [1895] 18 Mad. 233 
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Chamier, J, 

Ghasi Ram and anoi^ier-Plaintiffs — 
Appellants. 

V. 

Mt, Eislina and others — Defendants— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1241 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 26th June 1915, from decree 
of Addl Sub-Judge, Bareilli. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908). Art. 134—Pri¬ 
vate purchaser from auction-purchaser of 

can rely on Art. 134 if 
purchase is bona fide of absolute title. 

A person who purchases by private treaty 
from an auction purchaser of the rights of the 
original mortgagoe is entitled to rely *upoQ 

purchases in the 
bona fide belief that he is purchasing an abso¬ 
lute title. [p 433 Q 

Haribans Sahai and Gokul Prasad^ 

for Appellants. 

•Jang Rahadur Tjal for Respondents, 

Judgment. This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the plaintiffs for pos- 
session of property which was mortgaged 
as long ago as 6th September 1856, by 
Shambhu. under whom the plaintiffs 
claim, to a man named, Hulasi. The 
plaintiffs claimed to be entitled to redeem 
the mortgage. They said that defend- 
ants 1 7 were owners of the mortgagee 

rights. Those defendants resisted the 
suit on the ground that they had become 
proprietors of the property. In April 
1877, the rights and interests of the 
mortgagee \yere put up to sale and pur¬ 
chased by one Ghasi. In January 1884, 
Ghasi sold to defendants 1—3 half the 
rights which he had acquired at the auc¬ 
tion sale, and in December 1838, he sold 
to the predecessor-in-tifcla of defendants 
4 / not only the mortgagee rights which 

he had acquired at the auction sale, but 
what he represented to be an absolute 
proprietary interest in the property, for 
a sum of Rs. 100. The suit has been de¬ 
creed as against defendants 1 - 3 on the 
ground that they are not entitled to the 
protection of Art. 134. Sch. 1. Lim. Act, 
but it has been dismissed against defend¬ 
ants 4—7 on the ground that what Ghasi 
purported to sell to them and what they 
purchased from him was an absolute pro¬ 
prietary interest in the property which 
they held. Hera I may note that they 
have been in possession of the property 
since December 1888. This appeal is 
brought only against defendants 4—7. 

It is contended that Art. 134 does not 
apply to the case, because defendants 
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4—7 did not purchase from the original 
mortgagee of the property. It is con¬ 
ceded that a purchaser from the son or 
other heir of the original mortgagee of 
the property would be entitled to rely 
upon Art. 134, but it is contended that a 
person, who purchases from the auction 
purchaser of the rights of the original 
mortgagee, is not entitled to rely upon 
that article. Several cases supposed to 
bear upon this question have been cited 
to me; but on examination they are all 
found to be totally irrelevant, and it is 
useless to discuss them. I have no hesi¬ 
tation in holding that a person who pur- 
chases by private treaty from an auction 
purchaser of the rights of the original 
mortgagee is entitled to rely upon Art. 
134. The auction purchaser of the rights 
of the mortgagee steps into the shoes of 
the mortgagee. Next it is contended 
that Art. 134 affords protection only to 
a person who purchases property from a 
mortgagee in the bona fide belief that 
he is purchasing an absolute proprietary 
title. The words “in good faith” which 
appeared in Art. 134, Lim. Act of 1871 
were struck out of that article when 
Act 15 of 1877 was passed and do not 
appear in the present Limitation Act of 

1908. 

My view is that the words were ad¬ 
visedly struck out in order to put a 
stop to the instituting of inquiry into the 
knowledge or state of mind of a pur¬ 
chaser of the property. That was the 
view expressed by Tudball, J., in Dat 
Singh v. Gur Prasad (i). and it is said 
to have been repeated by him in an iin- 
•reported decision by him in Second Ap¬ 
peal No. 547 of 1914. The case is re¬ 
ferred to in a judgment of Piggott, J., but 
a wrong reference is given, the case ac¬ 
tually referred bo being a suit for resti¬ 
tution of conjugal rights. Bub it seems 
that this Court has in several cases either 
held or assumed that, notwithstanding 
the alteration in the language of Art. 134, 
the purchaser must sbosv that he pur¬ 
chased in good faith. There seems to 
have been some difference of opinion on 
the subject in the Bombay High Court: 
see Yesu Bamji Kalnath v. Balkrishna 
Lakshman (2) and Pandu v. Vithu (3). 
Sitting as a single Judge T must follow 
the decisions of this Court and I there- 

[1] [1909] 12 O. G. 84=2 I. C. 250. 

(2) [1891] 15 Bom. 583. 

.(3) [1895] 19 Bom. 140. 


fore direct that the record of this case 
be returned to the lower appellate Court 
for finding on the question whether the 
predecessors-in-title of defendants 4 —7 
purchased the property now in their pos¬ 
session from Ghasi in the bona fide belief 
that they were acquiring an absolute 
interest in the property. Further evi¬ 
dence may be admitted. Ten days will 
be allowed for objections on return of 
the finding. 

v.b./r.k. Case remanded. 
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Ktchabds, C. j. and Tddball, J. 

Mahojned Makbuh Ali Khan —Plain¬ 
tiff—Appellant. 

v. 

Raghubar and others —defend¬ 

ants Responnonts. 

First .Appeal No. 435 of 1913, Decided 
on 2Sth July 1915, from decree of Offg. 
Sub-Judge, Budaun. 

Pre-emption—Proof—Plaintiff has to prove 
not only custom creating right but also exis¬ 
tence of right in him. 

!□ a suit for pre-emption based upon custom 
it lies upon the plaintiff not merely to prove 
the existence of some custom of pre-emption, 
but to prove the existence of a custom under 
which he himself has a right to pre-empt. 

[P 424 G 1] 

Tej Bahadur Sapru and Ibn Ahmad — 
for Appellant. 

Sundnr Lai —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit for pre-emption. The Court be- 
low has dismissed the claim. The plain¬ 
tiff adduced as evidence of the existence 
of the custom, an extract from the Wajib- 
ularz of 1865. The Court below has 
considered the history of the village. It 
has also considered the terms of the 
Wajihularz. The language used in the 
Wajibularz, coupled with the history of 
the village, strongly suggests that what 
was recorded in the Wajibularz of 1865 
was nob an existing custom, bub an ar¬ 
rangement between the cosharers. We 
are not prepared to dissent from the view 
taken by the Court below that a custom 
of pre-emption lias not been proved in 
the present case. There is however 
another matter which we think is fatal 
to the plaintiff’s claim. Since the Wajib¬ 
ularz of 1865 perfect partition has taken 
place in the village and the plaintiff was 
nob at the time of the sale a cosharer 
with the vendor. His property was si¬ 
tuate in a separate mahal. There was 
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no joint and several responsibility bet¬ 
ween the plaintiff and the vendor for the 
payment of the Government revenue as- 

Nehh«r“^h°“i properties. 

Neither had any voice in the manage¬ 
ment or shye in the enjoyment of the 

plaintiff in the present case not merely 
Ito prove the existence of some custom of 
iPre-emption, he had to prove the exis- 

u “ustom under which he him¬ 
self had a right, that is to say, he had 
to prove the existence of a custom which 
^ave a right to a person who was not a 
:Cosharer with the vendor. The great 
ilmportanoe in pre-emption oases of the co- 
paroenary relationship has been pointed 
out n the case of Dalcianjau Sinyh v. 
Ko,lka Sinyh (l), and also in the case of 
Onnya Sinyh v. Chedi Lai (2). 

O * it e existence of 

a custom in the present case was the ex- 

ract from the Wajibularz to which we 

have referred. Hut that record clearlv 
ates to a right between cosharers be¬ 
cause at that date partition had not 

the®vin ^“® proprietors in 

other. We are not deciding that the 
custom (assuming that there was one) 
ceased as the result of partition. The 
custom continues, but the plaintiff, not 
being a cosharer with the vendor, is no 
longer within the custom. Wo tliink 
that the plaintiff gave no evidence of 
the existenoo of a custom which gave a 
person who was not a oosliarer with the 

vendoi a right of pro omiition. We dis- 
miss the nppeal with costs. 

V.B./r.k. Appeal diS 7 nissal 

(1) ,PM0] ‘2‘J AU. 1 (isyy) A. W. N "ill 

^-) [i(n 11 M,'i All. no j. c. 
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Tmil .\NI) Ch \MIKH, XT. 

Emperor 

V. 

Din ainl -Accused. 

Appeal No. 5 B(i of 1015 Doci 

ded en o;| , 

mIhaffU,'"' ^hwisfrafe, 

Public Gn.Mbllns Act (3 of 1867), S« 1 „nd 
pb.'co low bricU waff 

Honn.] tlu- n Im Hock-r ■ n i,. ri 


®°cJosure was a plate, withia 

the meaning of the Gambling Act. [P 424 0 2 “ 

A. E. Byves—loT tho Grown. 
li. K. Soral^i —for Accused. 

O la Tart 1 " j This is a Government 

appeal against an order of acquittal pas¬ 
sed by a Magistrate of the first class in 
the case of two persons Mian Din and- 
J^anduddin who were charged with an 
offence under S. 3. Public Gambling Act. 
3 of 1867. The Magistrate passed hia 
order on the finding that the spot where 
0 gamming was taking place was not 
a place within the meaning of S. 1 or 
. of the Act. In S. 1, a commongaming* 
house IS defined as any house, walled 
enclosure, room or place in which cards, 
nice, tables or other instruments of gam¬ 
ing are kept or used for the profit or 
gain of the person owning, occupying, 
using or keeping such house, enclosure, 

room or place etc. The spot where tho 

gambling is said to have taken place in 
the present case, is the lower end of a 
bullock-run of a disused well on a bit of 
open land where there are some trees 
and a small hut. Round the sides of the 
bullook.run. in the shape of a semi-oirole 
has been raised a low wall of loose-brioks 
and It IS withm the shelter of this low 
brick wall, that the gambling is said to 
have taken place. The Magistrate has 
passed his opinion that it is not a place*' 
within the meaning of the Act relying 
on ruling to be found as Abbi v. Qucen- 
tjvipre-i'i ( 1 ) and on Queen Empress v, 
Jagannauaknlu (2). He refused to follow 
Emperor V. Fattoo Mahomed Sher Mu. 
horned (3). In our opinion, the place 

where the gambling ig said to have oc- 

ourred m the present case, falls withia, 

the definition of the word '*place" in! 

the Act. The question was discussed; 

with some detail in the judgment in! 

fi.mperor y. Fatten Mahomed Sher Ma. 

horned (3). In the Bomhav Act. the 
words are: 

•■Whoever, heitis tho owner or oooupier or hav- 
the use of any house, room or pUce. opens 
.vcoixs or uses the same for the purpose of a ^mu- 
uoii i:ainiui^-bousc'‘. 

iiie only ditlerouoe between the Houj- 

wiiich is in force in 
tfii^ 1 roviMco is that the words “ walled 
anclosuro' are added in the latter. The 
section runs: "Having tho uso of auv 
house, walled enclosure, room or nUev * 

u.) XSW] u l\ R. USUGOr. - 

f'2) flSDo] IS Mad. 10=; Weir OIP. 

(d) o* ‘o;\. iol,’”20 [. 1 .'. OO'.h 




1915 


Dirgi al Singh v. Kallu Allahabad i25 


The Bombay Judges in their judgment, 
refer to certain English cases in which 
a decision was given in regard bo the 
meaning of the word ‘‘place” in Ss. 1, 2 
and 3 English Betting Act which prohi¬ 
bit the use for betting of any house, office, 
room or other place. We agree with 
them that there is no reason to suppose 
that the word “place” in either of the 
two Indian Statutes has any more 
narrow or restricted meaning than it has 
in the English Statute. In Poioell v. 
Kempton Park Racecourse Company (4), 
Lord Halsbury remarked as follows: 

“I think in this respect with Rigby, L. J. that 
any place which is sufficiently definite, and in 
which a betting establishment might be condu¬ 
cted, would satisfy the words of the Statute.'* 

Lord James of Hereford remarked: 

“There must be a defined area so marked out 
that it can be found aud recognised as the 
‘place’ where the business is carried ou and 
wherein the bettor can be fonnd.” 

In the Bombay case, the place which 
was under consideration, was a piece of 
open land on which there was neither 
roof nor wall but which was surrounded 
by houses and was approached by a 
narrow lane. In our opinion, in the case 
which is now before us, the spot where 
the gambling is said to have taken place, 
was a sufficiently defined area so marked 
out that it could be found and recognised 
as the place where the business of bet¬ 
ting was being carried on. The argu¬ 
ment has been raised that the adjective 
“walled” in Act 3 of 1867 applies not 
only to the noun enclosure’ but also to 
the two nouns ‘room or place’. With 
this, we cannot agree. It is clear that 
the word “walled” is applied only to the 
word “enclosure.” It could hardly in 
common parlance be used with the word 
“room.” We therjfoie are of opinion 
that the decision of the Magistrate in 
so far as the meaning of the word ’place.” 
is concerned is incorrect, and we must 
therefore set aside the order of acquittal. 
At the same time, the case is one of a 
very trivial nature. The accused have 
been subjected practically to two trials, 
one in the’Court below, and one in mis 
Court, and we think that the ends of 
justice have bean suL'nci 6 nti\ met. ’.Ve, 
therefore do not direct that the accused 
bo again placed upon their trial. 

V.B./r.K. Order set osidr. 


(4) [1S99] A. C. 143=o'5 L^J. Q H. L. 

T. 53S=47 \V. R. 5S.'»:=:i;3 S. V. j' 0 = 19 
Co.':. C. G. :2G> = 15 T. h. U. 
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Eichards, C. j. and Banerji, j. 


Dirgpal Singh and another - Defend' 
ants—Appellants. 

V. 

Kallu and others —Plaintiffs—Respon¬ 
dents. 

Second Appeal No. 572 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 2l8t July 1915, from decree of 
Dist. Judge, Aligarh. 

Limitation Act {9 of 1908), Art. 134—Pur¬ 
chaser with knowledge of his vendor’s title 
as mortgagee only is not protected by Art. 
134. 

The omission of the words “in good faith” 
from Art. 134, Lim. Act, 190S does not entitle a 
person who purchases with full knowledge that 
his vendor’s title is merely that of a mortgagee, 
to the benefit of that article. [P 426 C IJ 

M. L. Aganoala —for .Appellants. 

Gulzari Lai —for Respondents. 


Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit to redeem a mortgage made in 
the year 1843. The facts are a little 
complicated, but it is unnecessary to 
state them in detail for the purpose of 
deciding the present appeal. It appears 
that in the years 1878 and 1879 persons 
in whom the mortgagee rights were then 
vested made transfers in favour of 
certain persons who are now represented 
by the appellants. In these transfers 
words are used descriptive of the interest 
transferred which would be appropriaio 
if the transferor was absolute owner and 
not merely mortgagee. On the other 
hand the words are not altogether in- 
a'ppropriate as descriptive of the right 
of a mortgagee in possession. The lower 
appellate Court has found in concurrence 
with the Court of first instance that the 
actual interest which the transferors bad 
at the date of the transfers was that of 
mortgagae.s in possession. It has also 
found (and given good rea.^ons for its 
findings) that, the transferees knew what 
the interest of the transferors was. After 
the transfer the name of the transferee 
was entered in the revenue papers aa 
owner of the “mortgagoe ' intorest. It 
is contended here that ncl' jthst’in ling 
the findings of the Court \iq\ow Art. Ml 
fjim. Act, btrs the .-niA .Vrt. i- 
follows: 

‘"To rC'-’Cver po:;se*'io.i i:ii iTOs^riv 

cuQveycl or i-ocrie-tthed in irns'. or 
nud afterwards tlaDsferred the iriisLee or 
i;iortK<igee fora valuable cousidcr.iLic . 

The i^eriod is taelvc ; e.'.!' ire- ; ‘ .3 
date of the transfer. 


426 Allahabad 


It is admitted that a mortgagor has 
sixty years within which to bring a suit 
for redemption. It is also admitted that 
jwhere the mortgagee transfers his mort¬ 
gagee rights as such, the transferee stands 
in no better position than the transferor. 
It 18 however urged that if the words 
used in the deed of transfer are applicable 
to the transfer of an absolute interest 
then Art. 134 applies, no matter whether 
the transferee was aware of the nature 
of the interest of the transferor or not. 
We find great difficulty in accepting this 
contention. The main argument in favour 
0* it is based on a comparison between 
the words of Art. 134 in the recent 
Limitation Acts and Art. 134 in Act 9 

of 1871. Tri that Act the article was 
as follows: 

“To recover po-ssespfon of immovable property 
conveyed in trust or mortgaged and afterwards 
purchased from the trustee or mortgagee in good 
faith and for value.” 

It is said that the absence of the 
words in good faith” in the recent Acts 
shows the knowledge of the nature of 
^e transferor s title is quite immaterial. 
Reliance is placed upon the case of Yesu 
Ramji Kalanath v. Balkrishna Laksh- 
fnan [1). This case seems to have been 
considered in a later judgment of the 
^ourt in the case of Paudu v. Vithu 
(2j. VVe think tlmt there is no reason 
for holding that the omission of the 
words in good faith from the recent 
Act entitled the person who purchased 
with full knowledge that his vendor’s 
title was merely that of mortgagee to 
the benefit of Art. 134. It may have 
been that the words were considered 
nob altogether appropriate and that 
their retention would throw the onus on 
tlie transferee of proving that ho had no 
knowledge of his vendor’s title. This 
would be in many oases a hardship upon 

the person in possession of the property— 

he would have to prove a negative possi¬ 
bly after the lajiso of many years. What¬ 
ever may ba the reason for omitting the 
words wo cannot tiiink that the logis- 
abure intended that the mortgagee and 
,bis transferee should be able to shorten 
blie period allowed hy law for redeeming 
a mortgage by wilfully, and to the knowl¬ 
edge of both, misdescribing the interest 
fcransfered m tho deed of transfer. In 
our opinion, having regard to the findings 
of the Coni-t below that the transferees 

'l) [IHUll 15 Boin. 5a:J 

'-’) 10 liom. no. 
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from the mortgagees had actual know¬ 
ledge that their vendors’ title was merely 
that of a mortgagee and that they had 
no belief that they were purchasing an 
absolute interest, the decision of tho 
Court below should be affirmed. 

The only other point is a question of 
calculation. This is a matter which was 
not biought to the notice of tho lower 
appellate Court and we donotthinkib 
can be entertained here. 

The result is that the appeal fails and 
is dismissed with costs. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal dismissed, 

A, I. R. 1915 Allahabad 426 

Knox, J. 

B}iagica7ia and anothet —Defendants— 
Appellants. 

v. 

Bhagwan Das and oifters—Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1342 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 16th July 1915, from decree 
of Dist. Judge, Meerut. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), 5.10(12)— 
Usufructuary mortgage of sir executed before 
the Act does not make zamindar expro- 
pnetary tenant — Ejectment of zamindar 
doe* not help ejectment of mortgagee. 

In 1$90 a zamindar executed a usufructuary 
mortg.age of a portion of his zamindari in¬ 
cluding 5ir. In 1907 the zamindari was sold at 
auction. The auction purchaser got the zamin- 
dar ejected from his exproprietary right and 
then brought another suit to eject the mort¬ 
gagee: 

Ht’ld: that the mortgagee could not be ejected 
inasmuch as the mortgage having been made 
V'^^otto ihQ passing of .-Vet 2 of 1901. the zamin- 
ilar had not become an exproprietary tenant 
by virtue of bis mortgage. [P 427 C 2] 

S^urcudra Nath Sen—lor Appellants. 

' for Respondents. 

JUugnieiit. In the year 1896 one 
Kure was the proprietor of a certain 
share in Mauza Lohari, Pargana Kutana. 
Out of that share he mortgaged a portion 
consisting of a little over a bigha to the 
appellants. The mortgage was a usu¬ 
fructuary mortgage and Kure put the 
appellants in possession of the plots now 
in dispute. In tho year 1907 a portion 
of Kure s property, covering an area of 
eight bigbas eleven biswas was put up to 
auction in execution of a civil Court 
decree and sold. The purchasers at 
auction were the respondents in the pre¬ 
sent case. The purchasers went to the 
revenue Court |pnd got mutation of 
names in their favour. They further 
had a rent of Rs. 44-14-2 fixed on the 
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exproprietary holdiog of Kure. Iq the 
year 1912 theauctica purchasers proceed¬ 
ed further aud obtained the ejectment 
of Kure from his entire exproprietary 
holding. Having done this they next 
proceeded to sue for the ejectment of the 
present appellants, Bhagwana and De- 
wana, from the two plots, Nos. 2570 and 
2571. These two plots are included in 
the area of eight bighas eleven biswas 
from which Kure had been ejected. 

The appellants in their written state¬ 
ment raised the point that they were 
mortgagee cosharers and were in pos¬ 
session as such and that the plots in dis- 
ipute were their khudkasht. The Court 
of first instance accepted this plea and 
dismissed the suit, Thereupon the res¬ 
pondents, Bhagwan Das and others, ap¬ 
pealed. The lower appellate Court held 
that the question for determination in 
the appeal was whether the respondents 
to this appeal were entitled to have the 
appellants ejected. The lower appellate 
Court, holding that when Kura was 
ejected from the plots the appellants 
were merely trespassers, went on to hold 
that the plaintiffs were clearly entitled 
to have the defendants ejected. It acord- 
ingly allowed the appeal and decreed 
the plaintiffs’suit with full costs through¬ 
out. Two pleas were taken in the me¬ 
morandum of appeal which .the defen- 
dants have filed in this Court. Great 
stress is laid upon the first plea, viz., 
that the plaintiffs, here respondents, 
were not competent to eject thedefen- 
dants, here appellants, in enforcement of 
the decree against Kure. I think no 
doubt can exist upon this point. Indeed 
it is admitted by the other side that when 
the mortgage in 1896 was first entered 
into between the parties, Kure was then 
zamindar and he did execute a usufructu¬ 
ary mortgage over the two numbers in 
suit and put the mortgagees in posses¬ 
sion. 

In 1896 and the year following this 
Court held that a zamindar who makes a 
usufructuary mortgage of his zamindari 
including his sir land does not so lose or 
part with his proprietary rights 

‘‘within the meaning o[ S. 7, Act 12 of 1S31, 
as to become an expropi'ietary tenant of his 
land.” 

This was held in the case of Madho 
Bhartki v. Barti Singh (l), by all the 
Judges of this Court sitting in Full Bench. 

(1) [1894]' 16 All. 337=(1894) A. W. N. 110. 
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From 1896 onward then Kure continued 
to be the proprietor over the land in dis¬ 
pute and was not an exproprietary tenant 
only. In the year 1901, the N. W. P. 
Tenancy Act was passed and that Act 
(S. 10, Cl. 12) has enacted that a usufruc¬ 
tuary mortgage shall be deemed to be ai 
transfer within the meaning of that! 
section. Whatever effect that may have 
had upon the position of Kure it is not 
necessary to determine, but the passing 
of that Act could not affect the right 
which had been created in favour of the 
appellants prior to the passing of that 
Act. S.G,'Local General ’Clauses Act, 
Cl. (c), expressly lays down that where 
an Act of the United Provinces legis¬ 
lature repeals any enactment hitherto 
made or hereafter to be made, then, 
unless a different intention appears, the 
repeal shall not affect any right, privilege, 
oblgation or liability acquired, accrued 
or incurred under any enactment so re¬ 
pealed. No such intention has been 
pointed out to me nor do I know of any. 

On behalf however of* the respondents 

my attention has been called to the case 

of Sham Das v. Batnl Bihi (2). In that 

case it was undoubtedly held that a 

% 

zamindar having mortgaged by way of 
usufructuary mortgage his zamindari to¬ 
gether with his sir land lost his zamin¬ 
dari rights and became an exproprietary 
tenant of his sir. There is one difference 
. between that case and the present. In 
Sham Das v. Batul Bihi (2) the mortgagor 
parted with the whole of his rights in 
the property held by him and it was in 
pursuance of the mortgage, the mortgagee 
obtained a decree for sale, sold that pro¬ 
perty in execution of the decree and pur¬ 
chased it and obtained possession, I do 
not think that that case is a sate pre¬ 
cedent to follow in the present case and 
oven if it applies, then the only differ¬ 
ence is that the mortgagee rights ot the 
appellants must be held to attach to the 
0 X|)ropri 0 tary right.s 'A tiich Kure held 
when the sale took place. The learned 
Judge of the Court below and.the vakil 
of tlie respondents lay some stress upon 
the fact that the sale of the exproprie¬ 
tary rights was notsucject to any incum¬ 
brance in favour of one Samrat, but the 
present appellants were no parties to 
that decree and it does not appear that 
they were ever sent for and asked as ro 
how the property should be sold. 

(2) [1902] 24 All. 538=(1902) A. W. N. i: ~ 
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I allow the appeal, set aside the decree 
of the lower appellate Court and restore 
that of the Court of first instance. 

v.B./b.k. Appeal alloived, 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 428 (1) 

Richards. C. J. 

Prag Das Bhargava and anotha —Ac¬ 
cused—Applicants. 

V. 

Diiuiat liam —Opposite Party. 

^o- 787 of 

1J15, Decided on 27th September 1915, 
ronn order of Joint Magistrate, Agra. 

Criminal P. C (5 of 1898). Ss. 177 and 

M • ducovered at different place 

Magistrate of place of deception discovered 
hasno Jun8diction-“Consequence ensued” 

5 (45 of 1868), Ss. 420 

and 265. 

The coniplainaut was induced to im t with 
his money at Meerut on the false representa¬ 
tion that a certain barrel contained a certain 
i^mount of spirit^ At Agra it was discovered 
tUat the barrel did not contain the amount of 
spirit that It hid been represented to contain. 

^ the Magistrate at Agra had no 

P j accused under Ss. 420 and 

2bS. lenal Code, inasmuch as the discovery of 

fraud at Agra after the goods were 
delivered, could not be said to bea ‘'oonsequenoe 

u iSo n .®“sued” within the meaning of 
b. 179, Criniinal P. C. [p 428 0 2] 

Lai Ba^ierji—iox Applicants. 

. • H. C. HdTnilton — for Opposite 
Party. 

Judgment. Prag Das Bargava and 
ivundan Lai have been charged with of- 
fences under Ss. 120 and 265, I. P. C. It 
is alleged that the complainant was 

cheated, that is to say, that he was in¬ 
duced to part with his money at Meerut 
on his false representation that a certain 
barrel contained a certain amount of 
spirits. When the barrel reached Agra, 
it is alleged that it was discovered that 
the i.irrel did not contain the amount of 
siiirib that it had been represented to 
to contain. The charge under R. 265 is 
that the accused used a wrong measure. 

I ndouhv-odly if a wrong ineasiiie was 
used It was used in Meerut. The appli¬ 
cants complain that tlie Magistrate in 
Agra mid no jurisdiction (o enquire into 
t 10 e.iso. S. 17/, Criminal l\ 0. provides 
tiiat every ottencu shall ordinarily be eiu 
uuired into and tried by a Court’ within 
t 10 local limits o( whose juiisdici ion it 
^^as committed. |„ niy opinion, the al- 
iegeu oUences. if committed, were com- 

I m Meerut and not at Agra and 

sr appuos. 

1 ' ' as lollows: 
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a person is accused of-the commU- 
Sion of any offence by reason of anything which 
has been done, and of any consequence which 
has ensued, such offence may be enquired into 

whose jurisdiction any such thing has been 
do^, or any such consequence has ensued.*’ 
There are several illustrations given to 
the section. The first is: 

“-4 is wounded within the locaMimits of the 
jurisdiction of Court A", and dies within the 

local limits of the jurisdiction of Court Z The* 

offence of culpable homicide of A may be en¬ 
quired into or tried either by X or Z.” 

I think it is quite clear that S. 179 

does not apply to the oiroumstanoes of 

the present case. The accused are not 

charged with the commission of any of¬ 
fence 

“by reason of anything which has been done or 
any consequence which has ensued at Meerut.’* 

The discovery of the alleged fraud atl 
Agra after the goods were delivered, oan-i 
not be said to be a ‘‘consequence which 
has ensued*' within the meaning of this! 
section. I am quite satisfied that thei 
Magistrate at Agra has no jurisdiotionJ 
The learned Magistrate may be informed 
of this judgment. 

V.B./r.k. Application granted. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 428 (2) 

Chamier, J. 

Chand iVa/—Plaintiff-Appellant. 

V. 




Sarju and oiW.s—Defendants—Res- 

pondoDt^a 

' Second Appeal No. 1052 of 1914. Deci¬ 
ded on 8th July 1915 from decree of 

1914 ®®°»res, D/- 24th April 

•*t**'“ S. 21-Morl- 

5, * with posiession of occupancy after the 
Act—Siubsequenl relinquiihment by occu¬ 
pancy makes mortgagee mere tenant liable 
to be ejected. 

occupaucy-tenautmort- 

his holding with possession. The Eemin- 
diir aonopted rent from the mortgagee, in 1911 

the ocoup:uicy toiiant relinquished his holding. 
mJif ' 0 '“''-'«Paucy having come to an 

ten.intuor a mortgagee but a more tenant of 
the ^aniindar and liable to ho ejected. 

[P 0 1 ] 

Ctokiil Pnisad—tor Appellant. 

Kaiiiidi Praxad for Respondents. 

Judgment. —In this ease the tenant 
of an oooiipanoy holding oxaonted a 
mortgap m favour of the defendants in 
Sopteuibor 1901, that is, after, the pass- 
in^ of tho present Tenancy Act. Tho 
mortgage wa.s therefore invalid. The 
I'lamtm, who is tho zamindar. might have 
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taken action under S. 31, Tenancy Act, 
bub he did not do so. He accepted rent 
from the so-called mortgagees for several 
years and he has now brought this suit 
to have them ejected from the holding. 
Meanwhile in 1911, the occupancy tenant 
relinquished his holding. According to 
the decisions of this Court the occupancy 
jtenanoy has come to an end. The defen¬ 
dants are certainly not occupancy tenants 
and it appears to me that they cannot 
call themselves mortgagees. In the 
events which have happened, it appears 
to me that the defendants are the tenants 
of the plaintiif and may be ejected by 
him. I was referred to two cases sup- 
iposed to bear more or less on the'present 
case, namely, Ram Sarup v Kislian Lai 
(i) and Brij K umar Lai v. Sheo Kumar 
Missir (2). Neither of these cases applies 
to the present ease. The latter had to 
do with a mortgage made before the pass- 
ing of the present Tenancy Act. In my 
opinion the decision of the Court of first 
instance was correct and should not have 
been disturbed. I allow this appeal, set 
aside the decree of the District Judge 
and restore the decree of the Court of 
first instance with costs here and in the 
lower appellate Court. 

V.B./r.K. Appeal allowed. 

(1) [1907] 29 All. 327 = 4 A. L. J. 30G=(in07) 
A.W.N. 76. 

(2) [19151 29 I. C. 215. 


A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 429 

Rafique, J. 

'^atha Mai —Defendant—'Appellant. 

V. 

Eoshan Lall and others —Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1378 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 20bh July 1915, from decision 
■of Addl. Dist. Judge, Aligarh, D/- 29th 
July 1914. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 202 — 
S. 202 applies only to holdings and not to 
groves. 

Section 202, Agra Tenancy Act 2 of 1901, 
applies only to agricultural holdings and not 
to groves. [p 429 q Qj 

P. L, Ba7ierji~~iov Appellant. 

Lakshmi Narayan and Jang Bahadur 
Lai —for Respondents. 


March 


descrip- 
is given 
On 8th 


Judgment. —The defendant- appellant 
was the owner of half the khewat No. 2. 
In execution of a decree against him his 
share was sold and purchased bv the 
plaintiffs respondents on 20th 
1908. 

In the sale certificate the 
tion of the property sold 
which includes a beri grove. 

April 1914, the plaintiffs-respondents 
brought the suit, out of which this ap¬ 
peal has arisen, for a declaration that 
they were the owners and proprietors of 
the beri grove situate on plot No. 8«0 
and for an injunction against the defen¬ 
dant-appellant restraining him from in¬ 
terfering with their possession. They 
said that the defendant-appellant a short 
time before the institution of the suit 
had without any right wrongfully cub 
down two trees of the grove in question. 
They asked for Rs. 30 as damages for 
the price of the trees cut down l)y the 

defendant-appellant. The latter resis- 
t 0 d_ the suit by denying the title of the 

plaintiffs-respondents to the grove. He 
said that it was excepted from the sale 
and that it was his sir. The learned 
Munsif decreed the claim. On appeal 
his decree was confirmed. The defendant- 
appellant comes here in second appeal 
and contends that as he raised the ques¬ 
tion of exproprietary tenancy in respect 
of plot No. 380, oa..which the grove is 
situate, the Courts below were not com¬ 
petent to dispose of that question under 
S. 202, Act 2 of 1901. On reference to 
the record it a^fpears to me that no spe¬ 
cific plea was taken by the defendant-ap. 
pellant to the effect that after the sale 
of his zamindari share he became an ex¬ 
proprietary tenant of the plot on which 
the grove is situate. He did say that the 
said plot was his sir, and in connexion 
with that statement the first Court dis¬ 
cussed the question whether he was an 
exproprietary tenant of that plot. It 
came to the conclusion on the evidence in 
the case that even if the defeudant-appel- 
lant was an exproprietary tenant of that 
plot, he had lost his right bv his havin'* 
been out of possession for more than si^ 
months. The same view was taken bv 
the learned Judge on appeal. It cannot 
be said on the pleadings in the case that 
the question now raised was agitat-ed in 
the Courts below. But apart; from that 
I do not think that the provisions nf 
S. 202. Act 2 of 1901, are applichoo to 
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the preseot case. The plot in suit, that 
is No. 380, on which the grove is situate, 
is not an agricultural holding and the 
provisions of S. 202. Act 2 of 1901 ap- 
ply only to agricultural holdings. The 
objection of the appellant to the decree 
passed against him therefore fails and 
the appeal is dismissed with costs includ¬ 
ing fees on the higher scale. 

■/ T./rjc. Appeal dismissed. 
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District and the surrounding districts. 
It was there decided that searches should 
take place at the houses of persons who 
were suspected of having been concerned 
in the dacoity. The result of this mee- 
ting was that Chunni Singh, one of the 
Circle Inspectors of the Mainpuri Dis- 
triot sent Mohammad Naim Khan, a Sub- 
Inspector of Jasrana (in the Mainpuri 
District) to Mahfuz Ali, one of the Circle 
Inspectors of the Agra District, in whose 
circle the dacoity is said to have taken 
place. Mahfuz Ali says that he gave 
a written authority to Naim Khan to 
search the house of one Nihal Singh 
and arrest him. In cross-examination, 
he stated: 


Kmperor 


v. 

Brilchhhnn Singh and others —Accused. 

Criminal Appeal No. 459 of 1915, Deci¬ 
ded on 13th July 1915, from order of 
Assistant Sess. Judge, Mainpuri, D/. 19th 
April 1915. 

(a) Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 165— 
Written authority must be specific of things 
to be searched. 


^Vhore a police officer authorizes another to 
mako a search without a warrant from a 
Magistrate, he should give the authoritv in 
writing specifying the thing or things which 
are to bo searched for. S. 105. Criminal P. C., 
docs not authorize a general search on the* 
chance that something mav bo found. 
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(b) Penal Code (45 of 1860). S. 332 — 
Resistance to illegal search is not offence. 

An accused ofToring resistance to the police 
making an illegal search is not gniltv of an 
offence nnder S. 832, I. P. 0. [p . 13 > G 1] 

A. F,. Raves —for the Crown. 

G. Ik'. DiFon- and Sheodehal Sinha — 
for Accused. 


Judgment.— Eighteen accused po 

sons wore put on their trial on charg. 
of rioting, dacoity. wrongful lastrair 
and obstructing t)vj i>otico in di^ehiunjir 
tboir dutv. Tbo learned addition; 
^^esssmns Judge atujuittod the accuse 
and Oovorninont liavo appealed. It aj 
1 ears that a dacoity bad taken plar 
at a pbivo called Nagla ^lurli in the Agr 
District. Some sort of a conference ha 
taken place at wldcli the Deputy fnspet 
tor of Police was prosont. Tlio person 
a'Jonding this mcofing, appear to hav 
I con (ho Circle In-pcctors of tlio \<jr 


I wrote this: that the house of Nihal Singh- 
be searched m connexion with the daooitv at 
Nagla Murh that he might be arrested 'for 
the sake of identification and that the 
houses of those persons should also bo searched 
who were suspected by the Sub«Inspoctor of 
receiving stolen croperty.” 


It may be noted here that Mohammad 
Naim Khan had nothing to do with the 
invesigation of the dacoity which had 
taken place at Nagla Murli. It was 
outside his district, and. so far as the 
evidence goes, there is nothing to show 
that Mohammad Naim Khan even knew 
what property had been stolen in the 
dacoity. It is here desirable to mention 
who Nihal Singh was. Nihal Singh 
was not a resident of the Mainpuri 
District. He had belonged to the Agra 
District. Proceedings had been taken 
against him in the year 1912 under 
S. no. Criminal P. C. He had been 
bound over and his father-in-law. Bin- 
draban Singh, accused 2, had gone seou- 
nty for him. Whether it was that 
mndrabhan Singh having gone security 
for his son-in-law, wished to keep an 
eye upon him. or whether ho was anx- 
10 U9 that no false accusation might ho 
made against him, the fact remains that 
Ni.ial Singh had gone to reside with his 
bathor-in-law in tho village of Malikpur 
in the Mainpuri District. It would ap- 
pear t!iat on Jtli December 1914 a search 
had been made ut tlio house of Bindra- 
han Singh, IJow far this search was 
legal we are not in a position to say, 
hut the searcli was not in connexion 
with anything wrong that Bindraban 
had done. The search must have been 
in some way connected with Nihal 
•^ingh. On 20th December, that is to 
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say, 16 days afterwards, Mohammad The first matter that requires some 
Naim Khan with two constables, Sunder consideration is how far the visit of the 
Singh and Debi Singh arrived at the police to the house of Brikhbhan Singh 
house of Bindraban Singh between 10 was legal. It is obvious that the main 

and 11 a. m. He was met .in the viU object of the visit was to search the 

lage by Hakim Singh and Naubat Singh house. It may even be doubted whether 
(brother of Hakim Singh), Hakim Singh there was ever the least intention of 
being the mukhia of the village, though arresting NihaT Singh, except perh.ips in 
he lived in a neighbouring village. Ac- the event of suspicious property being 

cording to the police, when they arrived found in the house. A search without a 

at the house, Nihal Singh at once came warrant from a Magistrate can only be 
out and said: made under the provisions of S. 1G5, 

" You have searched the house shortly before Criminal P. C. That section provides as 
and how j'ou are going to search it again. * follows: 


He asked them to fight it out before 
they searched the house. Immediately a 
number of other persons arrived; they 
began to beat the Sub-Inspoctor and the 
constables. The Sub-Inspector fired three 
shots from a revolver in self defence; 
the revolver was snatched away and the 
police were badly beaten. They were 
put into a cell, shut up, their uniforms 
and turbans taken from them, and they 
were only released after some persons 
belonging to a neighbouring village came 
to their rescue. This is the story told 
by the police. 

A number of the accused i)6rsons ad¬ 
mitted that they had assaulted the 
police. That the police were assaulted 
and beaten there is not the least doubt. 
But the story of the accused (at least 
of those who admit having taken any 
part in the affair) is that the police 
arrived whilst all the male members 
of the house were still at work in the 
fields, and forced their way into the pre¬ 
sence of the women where they asked 
for Nihal Singh; that they abused the 
women; that the women raised an outcry 
which brought Chotey Singh; a young 
Thakur, aged about 24 years a son of 
Brikhbhan Singh and brother-in-law 
of Nihal Singh, to the house, he remon¬ 
strated with and abused the police, and 
that thereupon the Sub-Inspecror deli¬ 
berately tired at him. Chotey Singh 
admits that he was stooping to ])ick up 
a lathi when he was fired upon by the 
Sub-Inspector. The accused then say 
that they took asvay the revolver from 
the Police Inspector to prevent his 
shooting other persons, and that it 
was necessary to do so. They admit 
that they used lathis hut say that they 
only did so after Chotey Singh had been 
shot down. 


“Whenever an officer in charge of a police 
station, or a police officer making an investi¬ 
gation, considers that the production of any 
document or thing is necessary to the conduct 
of an investigation into any offence which he 
is authorized to investigate and there is -reason 
to believe that a person to whom a summons or 
or order under S. 94 has been or might be 
issued, will not or would not produce such 
document or thing according to the directions of 
the summons or order or when such document or 
thing is not known to be in the possession of 
any person, such officer may search, or cause 
search to be made for the 'same, in any place 
within the limits of the station of which he is 
in charge, or to which he is attached.” 

Clause 2.—“Such officer shall, if practicable, 
conduct the search in person.” 

Clause 3.—“If ho is unable to conduct the 
search in person, and there is no other person 
competent to make the search, present at the 
time bo mav require any officer subord'u.ate to 
him to make the search and ho shall deliver to 
such subordinate officer, an order :n writing, 
specifying the document or thing for which 
search is to be made, and the [ilace to be .sear¬ 
ched; and such subordinate officer may thoro 
upon search for such thing in such place.” 

AYe may assume (but only for the pur-! 
poses of argument) that Mahfux .Vli^ 
could have authorized Naim Khan to 
make the search without a warrant 
from a Magistrate. But even on this 
assumption* it was necessary wl'.en Alah- 
fuz All was not making the soarcli him-' 
self that be should ha\-6 Joli.crel in, 
writing to Naim ICban an orct.M’ -pecily- 
ing the thing for things which v.eie to 
be .searched for. The section does not 
authorizo a general search cn the ch ince 
that r-'omething maybe found. Tbe;^ is 
no evidence that any such si'scification 
was ever given. So far as the evidence 
goes there was no such specification. We 
have nothing to show that Naim K'han 
knew what he was to search for. It 
seems very much as if tba intention was 
to do the very thing wo have said the 
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section does not authorize. It lay on 
the prosecution to show that the action 
of the police was legal and on the evi¬ 
dence we find great difficulty in holding 
that Naim Kham was duly authorized tc 
search the house of Bindraban Singh. 

It is contended that while there may 
have been no legal authority for the 
search, there was nevertheless .authority 
to arrest Nihal Singh. .Arrest without 
warrant is provided for by S. 54, Crimi¬ 
nal P. C. The first part of Cl. (l) is as 
follo\Ys: 

“Any polico ofticcr may, without au order 
from a Magistrate and without a warrant, 
arrest, first any person who has been ooncerued 
in 'any cognizable offence or against whom a 
reasomble complaint has been made or credible 
information has been received, or a reasonable 
suspicion c'cists, of liis having been so con¬ 
cerned.” 

Mahfuz Ali does not say that Nihal 
Singh had been concerned in the Nagla 
Murli dacoity, nor does he say -that any 
complaint had been ‘made that he had 
been concerned in it. or that any infor¬ 
mation to that effect had been received 
or that there was a reasonable suspicion 
of his having done so. He says in his 
evidence that the object of the arrest 
was identification. This presumably 
moans that after his arrest, he was to be 
jiaraded for tlio purpose of being identi- 
bed. It further appears extremely 
doubtful whether Alahfuz .Mi Khan could 
himself have arrested Nihal Singh. He 
was a Circle Inspector of the .\gra 
District. It .is said that Naim Khan, 
could have arrested Nihal Singh himself. 
Naim Khan could only have arrested 
Nihal Singh without a warrant under 
S. 54. It is not even pretended that he 
was acting under the authority of this 
[Section. Jlis authority to arrest (if any) 
‘was under the document which he had 
received from Mahfuz .-Mi. It would 
jsoeni therefore that neither the search 
iOf the lioiise nor the alleged arrest 
|of Nihal Singh was legal. The charge 
iunder S. 332, T. V. C., therefore, falls to 
the ground. 

On the general merits of the case, 
there is wo fear, some reason to suspect 
the entire bona lidos of the polico. We 
wish to say as little as possible, because 
the iiolice, of course, are not on their 
trial. It is necessary however wliere it 
iS nought lo sot aside an acquittal, to 
consider the evidence and surrounding 
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circumstances with the greatest care. 
It ssems to us that if an application had 
been made to ihe Court either for a 
warrant for the arrest of Nihal Singh, or 
for an order for the search of the house, 
the Court would have hesitated to make 
that order if it had been informed that 
the house was not the house of Nihal 
Singh and that a search had already 
taken place there shortly before. The 
dacoity had taken place prior to the first 
search. A second search should not 
have been made without very good cause. 
In the first account which Muhammad 
Naim Khan gave of the occurrence, he 
said that it was a lathi blow struck by 
one of the accused which caused his re¬ 
volver to go otT accidentally. This was a 
deliberate untruth. The nature of the 
wound and other circumstances of the 
case including Naim Khan*s own evi¬ 
dence at the trial, shows that his revol- 
ver did not go off by accident, but was 
fired olT on purpose, and there is very 
strong ground for believing that ho fired 
at Chotey deliberately. This untrue 
statement in his first report shows that 
the Snh-Inspeotor was not quite happy 
about the revolver shot. He mentions 
in his report a large number of per- 
sons who were present, at the time of 
the occurrence. .Amongst other persons 
ho mentioned as being present, was 
Sukha, the chowkidar and Gulzari Lai, 
the patwari. Gulzari Lai was in the first 
place not charged with having taken part 
in the assault upon the police. If Gul- 
/ari Lai did nhat Naim Khan, Sundar 
and Debi Singh said he did, he would 
have been one of the chief persons to 
blame for the assault on the police. If 
he acted in the way that Hukam Singh 
and other prosecution witnesses allege, 
he was undoubtedly mainly responsible 
for every thing that occurred. Naim 
Khan in his evidenoe says that at the 
very commencement of the row Gulzari 
Lai said that 

4 ( 

thero \vi\8 a day when Nihal Siugb had loft 
the village with a ” iiioror ” on his head and 
that he was about to bo taken away under ar* 
ro.st in the presence of the Thakurs. On this, 
all the persons named alwve, began to beat me 
and the constables. Being afraid of losing our 
lives, I took out my pistol and fired three 
times,” 

This is not what the witness said 
when ho made his first report. Sunder 
Singh says that Gulzari Lai said to the 
darogha : 
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" there was a day when Nihal Singh came into 
the village with a wedding crown on his head 
and there was a day when he would be led 
away as a prisoner in the presence of the 
Thakurs. Debi Singh deposes to the same 
efiect. Hukam Singh says that Gulzar Lai 
“ gave provocation ” and said that there was a 
time when Nihal Singh had come to the village 
with a wedding crown on his head. It is pos¬ 
sible that in the lifetime of the Thakurs of the 
village, he should go away as a prisoner. On 
this, the persons who were on the chabutra 
came down and surrounded the darogha. The 
iathis began to be wielded on the darogha and 
the constables.” 

It is not very probable that the pat- 
wari would have said anything of the 
kind or taken the part attributed to him 
even if his sympathies were more or less 
with the villagers. We find however 
that the police themselves evidently did 
not believe the case against Gulzari Lai, 
because we find that Mr. Kemp, Superin- 
tendent of Police, at quite an early stage 
took steps to withdraw fhe case against 
Gulzari Lai as being weak and the evi¬ 
dence unconvincing. If Mr. Kemp’s es¬ 
timate of the evidence was correct. 
Muhammad Naim Khan, the two Sub- 
Inspectors, and Hukam Singh have all 
told a deliberate untruth and falsely ac- 
oused Gulzari Lai* 

There is some justification for the sug¬ 
gestion that Gulzari Lai was implicated 
because he would not support the police 
story. There is another matter which is 
certainly far from satisfactory when 
considering the bona fides of the police. 
Shortly before the trial Naim Khan 
summoned a number of persons be¬ 
longing to the village, including per¬ 
sons who were defence witnesses and 
held out a threat to them that if they 
harboured any of the accused, they 
would be liable to punishment. Consider¬ 
ing the circumstances of the case, we 
doubt whether this warning was neces¬ 
sary in the interest of justice, and it 
certainly had a tendency to frighten the 
witnesses who would be called for the 
defence. It does not seem as if there 
was any need for the threat, for a police 
guard of 10 or 12 men had been placed 
in the village. There is yet another 
circumstance which deserves some consi¬ 
deration. It appears that immediately 
after the occurrence, the accused or some 
one for them sent a telegram to the Col¬ 
lector. This seems to suggest that the 
accused at that time looked upon them¬ 
selves as aggrieved persons and were 
appealing to the authorities. If the ac- 
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oused had done what the police say they 
did, it is rather difficult to understand 
why it was they so to speak, took the 
Sub-Inspector and his two constables 
into custody. We are quite satisfied 
that wffien the witness Daryai Singh and 
certain other nersous came to Malikour 
after the fight w^as over, there was not 
the smallest attempt on the part of the 
villagers to conceal where the police 
were. The evidence of Daryai on this 
point W 0 believe to be true and the evi¬ 
dence of Baldeo we believe to be false. 
The Sub Inspector and his two constables 
were given up at once; they were given 
milk and water to drink and proceeded 
upon their way in Gajadbar’s cart. 

It is contended that even on the as¬ 
sumption that there was no legal justi¬ 
fication for a search or for the arrest, 
nevertheless, the accused were guilty of 
the other charges namely, under Ss. 147, 
395 and 342, I. P. C., because they had 
no right of self-defence, having regard to 
the provisions of S. 99, I. P. C. This 
argument might have some force if we 
could think that the police had, even 
after the mistake, honestly come forward 
and told us exactly what had happened, 
V\^c have pointed out that there are sub¬ 
stantial reasons for thinking that the 
account given by the accused is more 
probable than the account given by the 
police. If we assume it possible that 
the police had really made their way 
into the female apartment in the absence 
of the mala members, and that the 
moment Chotey arrived, they shot him 
down, we could hardly say that the ac¬ 
cused could be held guilty for what .sub¬ 
sequently occurred, or that the police 
could claim protection under S. 99. There 
is no doubt that the police ware beaten 
and that lathis were used; at the same 
time, none of the injuries were of a very 
serious nature—no bones were broken. 
We also fear that there is reason to 
think that a number of persons who took 
no part in the occurrence and who wore 
at worst only onlookers, were implicated; 
for example, Pokhpal Singh who is ap¬ 
parently quite blind of one eye and al- 
most blind of the other. He cannot walk 
without the support of a stick. With 
the exception of Daryai Singh, there is 
not one of the prosecution witnesso', we 
can trust. Hakim Singh we consider 
quite unworthy of belief. He implicates 
Gulzari Lai whom he did not i’.;n)]'ca‘:o 
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in his first report. According to the 
police, he went away when the row 
began and yet he pretends to give evi¬ 
dence as to what occurred right up to 
the end of the row. 
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Damodar Das and others —Judgment- 
debtors—Appellants. 


It is alleged that the accused stole the 
unilorms of the police. This is a matter 


which is surrounded with mystery. From 
the very first the principal accused never 
X^ictoniled that they did not know that 
it was the police who had come to the 
house. What object the accused would 
have in stealing the uniforms of the 
police, it is difficult to understand. It 
is quite clear that they did not want to 
keep possession of the uniforms; it would 
have been most dangerous for them to 
do so. They would not have kept them 
for the purpose of concealing the marks 
of blood, because the injuries done to the 
police were perfectly apparent on their 
bodies. It is just possible that they 
might have kept the uniforms thinking 
Ohotey had been killed and wishing to 
retain them as evidence of the indentity 
of the persons who were responsible for 
his death. Under the circumstances, and 
having regard to the evidence on the 
record, we feel by no means certain that 
the police were wearing their uniforms 
on the day in question. It is however 
impossible for us to be certain one way 
or the other upon this point. 

The judgment of the learned Sessions 
Judge lias been criticized hut we are very 
far from thinking that ho did not arrive 
at a very fair estimate of the truth of 
the case. After carefully considering the 
evidence, wo have come to the conclusion 
that there is no reason for interfering 
with the judgment of the Court below. 
We accordingly dismiss the appeal. We 
direct that those of the accused who are 
in custody shall bo released at once and 
the warrants against those who are said 
to have absconded are oanoolled. 

V.B./r.K. Appeal iUsr.iis'icd. 


Birj Lal Decree-holder—Respondent* 

Execution First Appeal No. 135 of 
1914, Decided on 27th May 1915. from 
decree of Sub-Judge, Bareilly. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908). O. 45, R. 15—Exe¬ 
cution includes restitution also—Printed copy 

of judgment will not suffice—Proof of order 
18 necessary. 

Tho words ‘‘execution” in 0. 45 , R. 15 , Civif 
P. is intended to cover execution of any 
kind, that is to say, it covers the case of resti- 
tution as well as tho case of enforcement of a 
deoreo for possession or the like passed for the 
first time in the pase on an appeal to His 
Majesty in Council and a person who desires to 
Obtain execution of any kind, whether by way 
of restitution or otherwise, must apply, in tho 
first instance, to tho Court indicated by R. 15. 

No action can be taken onlv on the printed 
copy of a judgment of thoir’Lordships of the 
Privy Council without proof that au order in 
Council has followed thereon. [P 435 C 2] 

L. Agarwala—ior Appellants. 

Satish Chandra Banerji and .4. 

Byres'—iox Respondent. 

Judgment. —This appeal and the oon- 
neoted Appeals Nos. 246. 263, 264 and 
359 of 1914 arise out of proceedings taken 
by Birj Lal. one of the parties to the case 
of Birj Lal v. Mt. Inda Kunivar (l), in 
connexion with the order of His Majesty 
in Council in that ease. As the report 
shows there were two suits of which one 
(No. 62 of 1907) was brought by Inda 
Kuar for possession of a 10 biswas share 
in a village and the other (No. 637) of 190 
was brought by Het Ratn and others for 
possession of the other 10 biswas share 
in the village. The Court of first instance 
in Suit No. 62 gave Inda Kuar a decree 
for a 2 biswas share on certain terms and 
dismissed her claim for the remaining 
8 biswas. Suit No. 63 was dismissed by 
the Subordinate Judge. On appeal this 

Court passed decrees in favour of the 
plaintiffs in both suits. Birj Lal, a 
defendant in both suits, appealed to His 
Majesty in Council. The two appeals 


( 1 ) A. I. R. 1914 P. 
1.0. 716. 


G, 8S=86 All. 1&7=2S^ 



1815 


Damodar Das v. Birj Lal Allahabad 435 


•were consolidated in an order by His 
Majesty in Council dated 9th February 
19U. 

On 13th March 1914 Birj Lal pre- 
senfeed an application to the Court, of 
first instance in Suit No. 62, praying that 
he might be restored to possession of the 
10 biswas share pending the taking of 
certain accounts ordered by their Lord- 
ships cf the Privy Council. In the same 
suit he presented two applications for 
repayment of costs which had been re- 
covered from him by Inda Kuar and a 
third application, the nature of which 
need nob be specified. In Suit No. 63 
Birj Lal applied to the Subordinate Judge 
to restore him to the possession of the 
10 biswas share, inasmuch as the suit of 
Het Ram and others had been dismissed 
by their Lordships of the Privy Council. 
Birj Lal presented with his application 
a printed copy of the judgment of their 
Lordships of the Privy Council contain¬ 
ing their recommendation in the usual 
form as to the order which should be 
passed in the case. But he did not file 
any copy at all of the order in council. 
His opponents at once objected that he 
was not entitled to apply to the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge without first presenting 
an application to this Court under 0. 45, 
R. 15, Civil P. C., and they professed 
complete ignorance of the terms of the 
order of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council. They pleaded that the printed 
copy produced by Birj Lal could not 
be admitted in evidence and, even if 
admitted could afford no justification for 
disturbing their possession. The Sub- 
ordinate Judge threw out all their objec¬ 
tions. Hence these appeals. 

Order 45, R. 15, provides that whoever 
desires to obtain execution of any order 
of His Majesty in Council shall apply 
by petition, accompanied by a certified 
copy of the decree passed or order made 
in appeal and sought to be executed, to 
the Court from which the appeal to His 
Majesty was preferred, and such Court 
is required to transmit the order of His 
Majesty in Council to the Court which 
passed the first decree appealed from, or 
to such other Court as His Majesty in 
Council by such order may direct, and 
shall (upon the application of either 
party) give such directions as may be 
^required for the execution of the same. 


It is contended, first, that O. 45, R. 15„ 
does not apply at all to the case of a' 
person who is entitled to restitution ofl 
the kind described in S. 144 of the Code, 
and, secondly, that even if a person 
entitled to such restitution may make an, 
application under O. 45, R. 15, ha is nofc| 
obliged to do so and he may go direct to 
the Court of first instance under S. 144. 

We are unable to accept either of these 
contentions. It appears to us that in the] 
absence of O. 45, R. 15, there would be! 
nothing to show what Court in India is! 
to carry out an order of His Majesty in 
Council We think that the word *'exe- 
cution ’ in 0. 45, R. 15, is intended tO; 
cover execution of any kind, that is tc 
say, that it covers the case of restitution! 
as well as the case of enforcement of a; 
decree for possession or the like passed] 
for the first time in the case on an appealj 
to His Majesty in Council, and that a| 
person who desires to obtain execution or 
any kind, whether by way of restitution 
or otherwise, must apply, in the first 
instance, to the Court indicated by R. 15, 

In the present case that was this Court. 
Further, we are of opinion that the Sub- 
ordinate Judge was not entitled to take 
any action on the printed copy of the 
judgment of their Lordships of the Privy 
Council without proof that an order in 
Council had followed thereon ; for what 
has to be enforced or executed is not the 
judgment or recommendation of their 
Lordships but the order in council. The 
result is that Appeals Nos. 135, 263 and 
264 are allowed and Birj Lai’s applica¬ 
tions are dismissed with costs in both 
Courts. Appeals Nos. 246 and 359 are 
dismissed with costs. 

We have been informed that, since the 
disposal of the applications referred to 
above by the Subordinate Judge, an ap¬ 
plication was made by Inda Kuar to this 
Court under O. 45, R. 15, Civil P. C.. 
and on her application the order of His 
Majesty in Council has been transmitted 
to the Court of the Subordinate Judge in 
order that it may be executed. We may 
point out that, as the order in council 
has now reached the Court of the Sub¬ 
ordinate Judge, it is open to all parties 
to these suits to apply to the Subordinate 
Judge for such relief as they may be 
entitled to without making any further 
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application to this Court under 0. 45, 
E. 15, Civil P. C. 

v.b./b.k. Appeal decreed. 
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Banerji and Tqdball, JJ. 

Khetra Pal “Defendant—Appellant. 

V, 

Mt. Mumtaz Begam & anothei —Respdts. 

First Appeal No. 353 of 1913, Decided 
on 22ad November 1913. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), O, 21, R. 63—Decla¬ 
ratory suit valued much more than the 
amount of decree in which property attached 
—Proper valuation is amount of decree. 

The plaintiff brought a suit for a doolaration 
that the property in suit, which she claimed 
under a sale deed, was not liable to attachment 
and sale in satisfaction of the decree held by 
defendant 1 against defendant 2. The decree 
was for Rs. 2,000. The suit was valued at 
Rs. 25,000. The suit was decreed. The defen¬ 
dant preferred an appeal to the High Court. 

Ileld', that the proper valuation of the suit 
was Rs. 2,000 add therefore the appeal lay to 
the District Judge and not to the High Court. 

[P 437 0 1] 

Skiam Krishna Dar and Narain Pra¬ 
sad Ashtkana —for Appollant. 

Tej Bikadur Saprn, Ibn Alnnad and 
Girdhari Lai Agarwala —for Kospdfcs. 

Judgment.— The first question which 
arises in this appeal is whether the ap¬ 
peal lies to this Court. For the decision 
of that question we have to determine 
what was the value of the subject-matter 
of the suit in the Court below. If the 
amount of that value was below Rs. 5,000 
the appeal would not He to this Court 
but lay to the Court of the District 
Judge. The suit was brought under the 
following ciroutnstances: Defendant 1, 
who is the appellant hero, holds a decree 
against defendant 2. the luisband of the 
plaintilT respondent. Tn exooutioti of that 
decree he caused the property in suit to 
be attached as the property of his judg- 
ment-clehtor. An objection was preferred 
by the plaintitY claiming the property 
under a sale deed alleged to liave been 
executed in her favour on 22nd May 1912. 
Her objection having boon overruled, 
she brought the present suit on Ith 
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January 1913 and asked for a declaratioj) 
that the property in suit “was not liable 
to attachment and sale in satisfaction of 
the amount due to defendant 1,** and 
she also prayed that her right to the 
property be declared. She alleged the 
date of the cause of action to be 4th 
January 1913. No doubt she made her 
husband a party to the suit, but she 
asked for no relief against him and did 
not allege any cause of action which 
would entitle her to sue him. Ap¬ 
parently her husband was only made a 
formal defendant to the suit The lower 
Court decreed her claim and the decree- 
holder, defendant 1, has preferred this 
appeal. No doubt in the plaint the value 
of the subject-matter for purposes of 
jurisdiction is stated to be Rs. 25,000, but 
this, in our opinion, was clearly erro¬ 
neous. As we have already said the 
plaintiff claims no relief against her hus¬ 
band, and she does not allege any cause 
of action as against him. All that she 
asks for is that it bo declared that the 
amount of the decree held by defen¬ 
dant 1 ought not to be realized from her 
property, that is, from so much of it the 
value of which would be equivalent to the 
amount of the decree. It is admitted in 
this case that the amount of the decree 
is about Rs. 2,000. It is therefore clear 
that the object of the suit is to relieve the 
property from a burden to the amount of 
Rs, 2,000 which the decree-holder, defen¬ 
dant 1, is seeking to impose on it by at¬ 
taching the property. The whole of the 
property is not in dispute, and under the 
attachment and the sale which might 
take place in pursuance of it, the whole 
property cannot be sold, but only so 
much of it as will be sufficient for the 
realization of the amount of the decree. 
Therefore, tho value of the subject-matter 
of tho suit is the amount of the decree, 
and not the amount of the actual value 
of the property or the value for which 
tho plaintiff alleges that she purchased it, 

Tho matter was decided by this Court 
in tho case of Dwarha Das v. Kameshar 
Prasad (l), and the same view was adop¬ 
ted in Dhan Devi v. Zotnurrad Begam 
(2). Tho matter was considered by their 
Lordships of tho Privy Council in the 
recent case of Phul Kumari v. G/uin- 
shyatn Misra (3). The exact point which 

(1 17 All. 69=1895 A. \\Vn. 3.' ‘ 

(2) [l9J5j 27 All. 410=2 A, L. J. 115(P.B.), 
(9 35 Cal. >02=35 I. 22 (P.O.), 
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s now before us was not in issue before 
their Lordships, but there are observa¬ 
tions in the judgment which clearly sup¬ 
port the view taken by this Court. Their 
Lordships say: 

“The value of the actiou must mean the value 
to the plaiotiff. But the value of the property 
raight quite well be Rs. 1,000, while the execu- 
tiou debt was Rs. 10,000. It is only if the esecu* 
tioD debt is less than the value of the property 
that its amount affects the value of the suit.” 

In the case before U3 the amount of 
the decree is below Es. 5,000 and much 
below the actual value of the property. 
Therefore, according to the view expressed 
by their Lordships, the value of the 
suit should be regarded as the amount of 
the decree. That amount being less than 
Rs. 5,000 an appeal from the decree of 
the Court below lay to the District 
Judge and not to this Court. We accor¬ 
dingly direct that the memorandum of 
appeal be returned to the appellant for 
presentation to the proper Court. Under 
the circumstances we make no order as 
to the costs of this appeal. 

V.B./r.K. Order accordingly. 
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Richards, C. J. and Knox, J. 

Dhani Earn and anoi/ter —Appellants. 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 663 of 1915, De¬ 
cided on 30th October 1915. 

Oaths Act (10 of 1873), Ss. 6 and 13—De¬ 
liberately not administering oath to child 
does not make evidence inadmissible—Child 
satisfactory witness when it understands it 
and can repeat—Evidence Act (1872), S. 118. 

The mere fact that a Court advisedly refrained 
from administering oath to a witness, who 
was a child of tender years, does not make his 
statement inadmissible in evidence. A Court 
should only examine a child of tender years as 
witness after it has satisfied itself that the child 
is intellectully sufticiently developed to enable it 
to understand sufficiently whal he has seen and 
afterwards to inform the Court thereof. If the 
Court is of opinion that by reason of tender 
years, the child is unable to do this, it ought not 
only to refrain from administering oath but 
from examining the child at all. If, on the 
other hand, the Court thinks that the child, 
though of tender yeirs, is capable of informing 
the Court of >vhat it has seen or heard, it is best 
that the Court should comply with the provi¬ 
sions of S. 0, Oaths Act. [P 43S C 1] 

A child is frequently a most satisfactory wit¬ 
ness v/hen the matters deposed to are not 
beyond the intelligence of the child. [P 438 C 2] 

A. E. Byves —for the Grown. 

Judgment.— Dhani Ram and Chotey 
Lai have been found guilfcy of the mur¬ 
der of Durga Prasad and sentenced to 


death. They have appealed. Accused 2 
is the son of accused 1. The deceased 
was the only son of Sobha Ram, a 
brother of accused 1. Accused 1 had 
another son called Salig who died childless 
leaving a widow Mt. Deo Kunv/ar. On 
16th August 1911, Durga Prssad made a 
will in favour of accused 2, leaving him 
all his property. Beyond all question, 
Durga Prasad was most brutally mur¬ 
dered. Dhani Ram in the Court below ad¬ 
mitted the murder and be admits it in his 
petition of appeal. Chotey however denies 
his guilt. The case for the prosecution 
is that the motive lor the murder was 
to anticipate the succession to Durga 
Prasad’s property and to prevent him in¬ 
curring more debts, mortgaging or deal¬ 
ing with his property or cancelling the 
will. Dhani Ram says that be murdered 
the deceased because bo caught him in 
the act of having sexual intercourse with 
Mt. Deo Kunwar. The family house is 
divided into three parts. The two ac¬ 
cused lived in the western portion. 
Durga Prasad lived in the eastern por¬ 
tion. There was another brother of ac¬ 
cused 1 named Behari. He died leaving 
a son Choke Lai (not to be confused 
with accused 2). This Choke Lai lived 
in the central part. Two doors lead 
from Dhani Ram’s portion into Choke 
Lai’s, and there is an Oi'On courtyard 
which belonged half to Durga Prasad and 
half to Choke Lai. On the morning 
of 18th May at daybreak accused 2 
went to Tota Ram, cbowkidar, and told 
him that Dhani Ram wanted him. He 
and another cbowkidar went to the 
house and found Durga Prasad lying 
dead. Dhani Bam said that four men, 
Sri Pal, Umrao, Pearay Lai and Ram 
Sarup had killed Durga Prasad. A report 
to that affect was made at the tbana by 
Dhani Ram. It is now admitted that 
this charge was absolutely false. This 
gives some idea of the class of men the 
accused are. It is impossibie to believe 
that accused 2 did not know of the 
false charge that was being made against 
four innocent men; he must also have 
known that Durga Prasad was lying dead. 

The learned Sessions Judge has given 
the most cogent reasons tor not be¬ 
lieving the story that the deceased was 
murdered because he was caught in the act 
of illicit connexion with the Mussamat. 
This charge is like the charge made 
against the four men: an absolute lie. 
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We are quite satisfied that the woman 

and that the motive was to get rid of 

.^rasad so as to get his property. 
-Che evidence against Dhani Ram is over- 
whelming and he admios it even now. 

We proceed to consider the case as 
against accused 2. It is improbable that 
the father would have committed the 
murder alone. If we are correct in the 
view we take of the motive, Ghotey had 
a greater motive than the father. 

A little boy of the name of Ram Rup. 
aged about six years, was examined in 
the Court below. His statement is be¬ 
yond question of the utmost importance, 
it directly implicates, and if believed, 
pnngs home guilt to accused. There 
IS evidence that the boy made the same 
statement immediately after the murder. 

ne of the grounds of appeal was based 
^ecision in Queen-Empress v. Maru 
u;. l ie objection was that the learned 
Judge, having advisedly” refrained from 
administering the oath to the little boy 
his statement is inadmissible. We are 
uot prepared to accept altogether the 
^ ^ug in the case of Queen-Empress v. 

10 

ot 1873. provides that (save as in the sec- 
tion provided) every witness shall make 
an oath. S. 13 of the Act however 
provides that no omission to take any 
oath shall invalidate any proceeding or 
render inadmissible any evidence what¬ 
ever in or in respect of which such omis¬ 
sion took place. We are unable to hold 
that the mere fact that the Court ad¬ 
visedly refrained from administering the 
oath, renders the statement of the wit- 
ness inadmissible. In our opinion, a 
Court should only examine a child of 
tender years as a witness after it has 
satisfied Itself that the child is intel. 
Ijeotually sunioiently developed to enable 
lit to understand sufficiently what it has 
seen and to afterwards inform the Court 
tliereof. If the Court is of opinion that, 
by reason of tender years, the child is 
unable to do this, it ought not only to 
refrain from administering the oath but 
from examining the child at all. If on 
on the other hand the Court thinks that 
the child, though of tender years, is cap- 
al)lo of informing the Court of what it 
has seen or heanl, it is host that the 
Court should comply with the provisions 

(1) ri888] 10 All.o07=«ri^8)7r\viir8G 
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of S. 6 m the case of a child just as in 
the case of any other witness. Whether 
or not a child should be examined, must 
depend on the circumstances oi the 
particular case including, of course, the 
nature of the evidence he is about to 
give. It seems to us pretty clear from 
the record that the boy Ram Rup was 
intelligent. We thought it nevertheless 
advisable to examine the boy ourselves, 
^e charge being the grave one of murder! 
We accordingly had the boy produced 
before us in the presence of the accused, 
the oath was duly given and the witness 
examined. Having seen and heard the 
boy. we have not the least hesitation in 
saying that he was quite capable of 
giving evidence in the case. 

The committing Magistrate examined 
the boy on oath and appears to have 
been favourably impressed. As already 
stated, this appeared from the record 
itself. Not only was the boy examined 
on the direct but he was cross-examined 
at considerable length on behalf of the 
accused. In many ways, it is much more 
difficult to tutor a child than an older 
person. The child may no doubt learn a 
story, but it would be very difficult to 
piepare a child for questions on cross- 
examination outside the story. Further¬ 
more a child of tender years finds it 
difficult to disguise the fact that he has 
been tutored. When the matters de¬ 
posed to are not beyond the intelligence 
of the oliild, he is frequently a most 
satisfactory witness. His tender years 
lender him less capable of deceiving the 
Court. In the trial Court, Ram Rup 
was asked if he had seen Chote's sister- 
in-law (the woman with whom the first 
accused said he caught the deceased in 
the act of sexual intercourse). The boy 
said he did not see her that day; that 
she lived in her father's house. We 
think if the woman had been in the 
house, the boy most certainly would 
have said so. The question was asked 
by the Court. The statement which the 
accused 1 has made throughout corrobo¬ 
rates the hoy in so far as the boy says 
that ho witnessed the occurrence. If 
Choke tutored his little son, ha need only 
have tutored him to substitute accused 2 
for himself. He need not have tutored 
him to deny the presence of the woman. 
Kam Rup in the Court below stated 
that he had seen the two accused 
hitting Durga Prasad, Ha said that 
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Dhani Ram used a lathi and Chote a 
gandasa. In the Court below, some 
point was made that the story of the 
gandasa must be untrue. 

The learned Sessions Judge points out 
that it does not necessarily follow that 
because the wounds on the body do not 
appear to have been inflicted by a sharp 
edged weapon, neither accused had a 
gandasa. The side of the gandasa or the 
back have been used. The little boy 
still adheres to the statement that there 
was a gandasa. There is a discrepancy 
between bis evidence before us and his 
statement in the Court below when he 
states before us that both the accused 
had lathis. The real important matter 
for consideration with respect to the 
evidence of this witness is not whether 
he is accurate in every detail, but whether 
it is possible that he has been tutored by 
his father Choke to substitute accused 2 
for him. As we have already stated, 
accused 1 has admitted all along that 
Durga Prasad was murdered by him and 
that another man was with him but he 
says that the second man was Choke and 
not his son Chote. According to the 
evidence of Gokul Chand, the little boy 
stated that Durga Prasad had been killed 
by Chote Lai and Dhani Ram immedi¬ 
ately after the murder. Brij Basi says 
the same thing. We ourselves are quite 
satisfied that the little boy has told 
the truth when he says that both the 
accused committed the murder. It must 
be borne in mind that Choke, the father 
of this little boy, had no motive for 
murdering Durga Prasad. Chote, the 
second accused, had a motive. The will 
was in his favour. It was he who went 
to fetch the chowkidar and told him that 
Dhani Ram wanted to see him. It is 
true that he did not tell the chowkidar 
why he was wanted, but this fact is 
rather against Chote than in his favour. 
When he went to fetch the chowkidar. 
he must have known that Durga Prasad 
was lying dead in the house. He must 
also have known that his father’s charge 
against the four men w^as false, lb seems 
to us much more probable that Chote 
would have been his father’s acco.nplice 
in the murder than Choke. 

After the boy Ram Rup had been 
examined before us, Dhani Ram put some 
questions and made a long statement 
reiterating that Durga Prasad was killed 
because he was caught in the act of hav¬ 


ing intercourse with the Mussammat 
Chote, the son, however declined to ask 
any questions or make any statement. 
We believe that the old man is trying to 
gave his son and that the probabilities 
are that the latter is morally speaking 
the more guilty of the two. We are 
quite satisfied that the evidence given on 
behalf of accusoi 2, that he was absent 
when the murder wa.s committed, is 
false. This is shown by the evidence of 
Toto that it was accused 2 vrlic came 
to him with the message that accused 1 
wanted him. The message was delivered 
very early in the morning. 

After careful uonsideracion cf the case, 
we are quite satisfied that the unanimous 
opinion of the learned Sessions Judge 
and of the assessors is correct. We dis¬ 
miss the appeal, confirm the convictions 
and sentences and direct that the latter 
be carried into execution according to 
law. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal dismissed. 
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RiCHAEiDS, C. J. AND BaNEKJI, J. 

Kedar and others —Plaintiffs—Appel¬ 
lants. 

V. 

Deo Narain and ^mother Defen¬ 
dants —Respondents. 

Letters Pa,b8ab Appeal No. 13 of 1915, 
Decided on IGth July 1915. 

Agra Tenancy Act {2 of 1901), S.32—S. 32 
does not bar suit by transferee of portion of 
fixed rate holding for possession against 
tenant in possession of v/hole. 

A transferee of \ poi'lion of a fixed rate liold- 
ing sued for pos.-session of the portion purcha,sed 
by him, the tcnint who w.ia eniiilo l to only 
Vths of the holding hut was in possession of the 
whole. 

Held: that the suit was not barred by o. '2. 
Agra Tenancy Act. [P 440 C 1] 

Brij Vi/as—lov .VpE)ollluts. 

j\I. L. A(j<inv>i.hi —for Respondents. 

Facts. —A certain fixed-rate holding 
consisted of -i biswas. Out of this, the 
plaintilfs purchased a l-biswa share. The 
defendants owned the roLnainingS biswas. 
The plaintitfs brought the present suit 
for possession cf the share purchased by 
them, <alleging that (he defendants were 
in possession of tUe whole iiolding. The 
Court of first instance, the lower appel- 
Court, and a single Judge of the High 
Court dismissed the suit on tlie gremd 
that S. 32, Act 2 of 1901, barred the suit. 

Judgment. —Thi.s appeal arises out of 
a suit in which the plaintiff claimed 1 
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bis wa. which was alleged to be part of 
4 biswas which oonstitufced a fixed-rate 
holding. The lower Courts and this 
Court have dismissed the suit as being 
barred by S. 32. Tenancy Act, and as hav! 
iDg been concluded by the authority of 
the case of Achhey Lai v. Ja 7 iki Pra- 

Tenancy Act, pro¬ 
vides that ^ 


Ikram Ullah V. Mb, Yunis Ah (Tudball, JJ 
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Tudball, J. 

Ik? am Ullah Khan —Def0ndant"“AB' 
pellant. ^ 


ro^it nijn ) ' “ distribution of the 

shsrir?tu ‘*'Ofeoi made bv the eo- 

sharers therein, shall he binding on the land- 

holder, unless it is made, with his consent.” 

<->1. 2 provides that 

a^holdinr°‘''a-‘’?‘'-?'="‘'‘''“e'°‘' division of 
shall ie® f distribution of the rent thereof 

Court,” ‘‘“.v civil or revenue 

It is quite clear that all that S. 32 
provides against is the splitting up of a 
holding or the distribution of the rent so 
as to bind the landholders. Cl. 2 does 
no more than enact that .a suit brought 
for such a purpose shall not be enter¬ 
tained by a civil or revenue Court. In 
the present case the plaintiff alleges that 
he has become the owner entitled to pos¬ 
session of a portion of a fixed-rate Ln- 
ancy and that the defendant is a tres- 

1 ^? •’ho division 

of the holding nor for the distribution of 

the i-ent. IJe does not seek to bind the 

landholder in any way by the suit he 

rings. It seems to us therefore that 

. d.w doe- not bar the present suit. We 

may mention that the case relied upon 

by the lower appellate Court and the 

learned Judge of this Court has been 

overruled by Mie Pull Bench decision in 

■lyajibullah v Gulshcr lihayi (2) As fcha 

suit was decided on a preliminary point 

in the owor Courts the case must be re¬ 
manded We accordingly allow the ap¬ 
peal, set aside the decree of this Court 
and also of both the Courts below, and 
remand the case to the Court of first 

instance through the lower appellate 
Court with directions to re admit the 
suit under its original number in the file 
and proceed to hoar and determine the 
saine according to law. Costs hero and 
lilfcliolfco will bo costs in tbo cause. 


V. 


V.U./l{.K. 


Cast? reyna iided. 


(1) il'.'OTJ i>l,) Ail. (o' 
W. N.-271. 

( 2 ) 1 ;jl All 3-18 


=3 A. L. J. 736 --(l' 30 u) A, 
Al.C. 591 (1\ B.) 


Muhammad Yunis Ali S'kart—Plaintiff 
—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1132 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 6th April 1915, from decree of 
oub- Judge, Budaun. 

Cotharer—Parly wall cannot be interfered 

with or built upon without content of 
another. 

One of the tenants-in-common is not entitled 
to interfere with or buil(3 upon the party wall 
without the consent, of the other tenaots-in- 
common : Watson v. Gray, (1880) 14 Ch. D. 192 
aucl 19 Mad, SS^ Foil, [p 441 q 2 ] 

Iqbal Ah?nad - for Appellant. 

Shaii-uz-zainan —for Respondent. 

Judgment. This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by the plaintiff-respon¬ 
dent in which he asked the Court for a 
perpetual injunction to restrain the 
defendant from interfering with his 
building a certain wall. The parties are 
owners of adjoining houses. The plain¬ 
tiff wished to build an upper storey on 
the room which is marked (A) in the 
plan attached to the plaint. The defen- 
dant objected. Hence the suit. The 
plaintiff was desirous of building on the 
two walls running west and east and 
north and south which divide the two 
houses. There were other reliefs and other 
matters in the suit with which however 
we are not concerned on appeal. The 
question before me is whether or not 
the plaintiff is entitled to raise the party 
walls in dispute without interference on 
the part of the defendant. The Court of 
first instance dismissed the suit. The 
plaintiff appealed. His case was that the 
party walls belonged entirely to himself 
and that he had a right to build upon 
them. The lower appellate Court found, 
as a matter of fact that the party 
walls belonged to the plaintiff and the 
defendant jointly. To use the lower 

Oourt s own* expression it found that they 
were joint owners of these party walla, 
-this is a clear finding that the parties 
are tenants-in-common of the walls. The 
lower appellate Court held that the 
plaintiff would bo entitled to build on 
that half of the wall which is towards his 
own house, and it therefore decreed the 
suit accordingly. The defendant has 
appealed. Two points are pressed, first 
of all that the question of the ownership 
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of the wall is res judicata by reason of a 
previous decision and the second is that 
on the findings of fact arrived at by the 
Court below the plaintiff is still not 
entitled to build upon the party walls 
without the defendant’s consent. In 
regard to the question of res judicata 
there is no force in the plea, for the 
simple reason that the portion of the 
wall now in dispute between the parties 
was not in dispute in the former litiga¬ 
tion and therefore the decision in the 
latter cannot operate as res judicata. 
But the defendant, in my opinion, is 
entitled to succeed on the second plea 
raised before me. The question of the 
right of one tenant-in-common of a party 
wall to build upon the wall or to inter¬ 
fere with it is one which is covered by 
decisions. The case of Watson v. Gray 
(1) clearly lays down on principle that 
in such a case as this one of the tenants- 
in-common is not entitled to interfere 
with the party wall without the consent 
of the other tenant-in-common. The 
same point was decided in the case of 
Kanakayya v. Narasimhulu (2). In that 
case one of two tenants-in-common of a 
party wall raised the height of the wall 
with a view to raise a superstructure of 
the wall. 

The other tenant-in-common who 
had not consented to the alteration 
in the wall but had suffered no incon¬ 
venience therefrom sued to enforce the 
removal of the newly erected portion. 
It was held that the plaintiff was en¬ 
titled to the relief sought and the ruling 
in Watson v. Gray (l) was followed. 
From the principle laid down in these 
decisions it is clear that the plaintiff is 
not entitled to build upon the party 
walls in suit without the consent of the 
defendant and that the lower appellate 
Court was wrong in issuing an injunc¬ 
tion to the latter to prevent him from 
interfering with the building of the 
superstructure which the.plaintiff wished 
to raise on the party wall. The appeal 
is therefore allowed. The plaintiff has 
filed objections against the finding of the 
Court below that the walls belonged 
jointly to the parties in suit. The de¬ 
cision is on a question of fact and no 
error in law has been laid down before 
me to vitiate that decision. The objec- 

(1) [1880] U Ch D. 192=49 L. J. Ch. 243= 
42 L. T. 294=28 W. R. 433=44 J. P. 537. 

(2) [1896] 19 Mad. 38. 


tions are therefore disallowed with costs. 
The plaintiff’s suit will stand dismissed 
with costs in all Courts. The original 
Court dismissed the suit in toto. The 
plaintiff in his appeal to the Court below 
only pressed the question of his right to 
build on the party wall. 

v.B./r.k. Appeal allowed. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 441 

Banerji and Walsh, JJ. 

Barati Lal —Defendant—Appellant. 

V. 

Salik Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1402 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 29th November 1915. from decree 
of District Judge, Shabjahanpiir, D/- 
21st September 1914. 

Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 6 
—Dispute between reversioner and daughter 
of last male owner—Compromise agreement 
to relinquish bis claim for consideration— 
Transaction not transfer of spes successionis 
but settlement of disputed claim. 

Cue Bhagga Lal died possessed of cert lin pro¬ 
perty and his daughter-in-law got possession of 
it. On the death of the daughter-in-law, one 
Barati Lal made an application for mutation 
of naires on the ground that he was the heir of 
Bhagga Lal. This application was opposed by 
Mohan Dei, daughter of Bhagga Lal. The dis¬ 
pute resulted in execution of a document by 
which Barati Lal for a oonsiderntion of R. 5,000, 
and on receipt of certain immovable property, 
abandoned his entire claim to the property re¬ 
cognizing Mt. Mohan Dei to be absolute owner 
of it. 

Held', that the transaction was not a sale of 
the reversionary rights ^ of Barati Lal, but was 
a settlement of disputed claims and was not 
void under S. G, T. P. Act. [P 442 C i] 

Tej Bahadtcr Sapru — for Appellant;. 

Gokal Prasad and Sarat Chandra 
Chowdhry —for Resiiondent. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises oufc of 
a suit in which the plaintiff-respondent 
claimed possession of a house purchased 
by him from two persons, namely Mt. 
Shamo and Khunni Lal. He purchased 
half the house from Mt. Shamo and the 
other half from Khunni Lal on different 
dates. There is no dispute in this ap¬ 
peal in respect to the half-share pur¬ 
chased from Mt. Shamo. As regards the 
half-share purchased from Kunni Lai 
the facts are these: Tlie .'bare in ques¬ 
tion belonged to Bhagga Lal and after 
his death was apparently in the posses¬ 
sion of his daughter-in-law, the widow 
of a predeceased son. Upon her death the 
appellant Barati Lal made an applica¬ 
tion in the revenue Court fcr the entry 
of his name as the heir of Bhagga Lal 
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and the owner of his property. This 
application was resisted by Mt, Mohan 
Dei, the daughter of Bhagga Lai, who 
asserted that her father was separate 
and that she was entitled to succeed to 
the property. The dispute resulted in 
the execution of a document on 24th 
May 1911 by Bharati Lai which purpor¬ 
ted to be a deed of relinquishment By 
that document, Barati Lai, for a con¬ 
sideration of Bs. 5,000 and on receipt of 
certain immovable property, abandoned 
all his claim to the estate of Bhagga 
Lai, and recognized the title of Mt. 
Mohan Dei as absolute owner. Mt. 
Mohan Dei being dead, the property 
passed to her husband Kunni Lai who 
sold it to the plaintiff, Barati Lai’s con¬ 
tention was that the transaction of 24th 
May 1911 was a sale by him of his 
reversionary rights and was therefore 
invalid under the provisions of S. 6, T. P. 
Act. This contention found favour in 
the Court of first instance, but was over¬ 
ruled by the lower appellate Court which 
decreed the claim of the plaintiff. In 
our opinion the decision of the lower 
appellate Court is correct. The learned 
Judge hold that the transaction of 
24th May 1911 was in fact and sub¬ 
stance a settlement of disputed claims. 
We agree with this view. There was a 
claim put forward by Barati Lai bo the 
jproperby of Bhagga Lil as tlie person 
entitled to it upon tho death of Bhagga 
Tjal’s daughter-in-law. That claim was 
^denied by i\It. Molian Dei. One party 
.approached tho other, and, upon receipt 
;of consideration from Mt. Mohan Dei, 
[Barati fjal abandoned his claim to the 
.property. This was not a mere tr.ansfer 

I'of reversionary rights within the mean¬ 
ing of b. f), T. P, Act. Tho case is very 
similar to that of Ilashmat 

Ahv.Kaniz Fathna (i). In this view 
the appeal must fail, and it is unneces¬ 
sary to consider the (luostion of estoppel 
which was argued with great ai)ility on 
behalf of the appellant. Wo dismiss the 
appeal witli costs including foes on tho 
higher scale. 

V.B./u.K. .1;)/),',?/ /. 


(1) [1»15| ^7 l. 0. 701. 
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PiGGOTT, J. 

Madho Sonar —Applicant. 

V. 

-Ewperor—Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. Petn. No. 381 of 1915, 
Decided on 2l9t May 1915. from order of 
Sess. Judge, Allahabad. 

(a) Penal Code (45 of 1860), S. 353—Per¬ 
son assaulting officer conducting search not 
complying with provisions of Ss. 165 and 166. 
Criminal P. C., cannot be convicted under 

b. 353 —Criminal P. C. (5 of 1886‘, Ss. 165 
and 166. 

A police officer conducted a search in the 
bouse of tho accused, who did not reside within 
tho limits of his jurisdiction, accompanied by 
a constable of the police station which had 
jurisdiction, but tho constable had no order, 
either written or verbal from his own Sub-In¬ 
spector. While engaged in the search they wore 
assaulted by the accused who was convicted 
under S.358, I. P. C,: 

that as the provisions of Ss. 165 and 
166, Criminal P. C., were not complied with, con¬ 
viction under S. 353, I. P. 0., could not be 
maintained. [P 443 Cl] 

(b) Penal Code (45 of 1860), Si. 353, 333 
and 332 Officers to be entitled to protec- 
lion must scrupulously comply with provision 
of law particularly in cases of search. 

It is of great importance that police officers 
in the discharge of their duty should receive the 
protection of such sections as 363, 333 and 332, 
I. P. C. but in order to entitle them to the pro¬ 
tection of those sections police officers must com¬ 
ply scrupulosly with the provisions of the law, 
particularly when they undertake an act such 
as searching tho house against the will of the 
accused. fp 443 C 1] 

Iqhal Ahmad—iox Applicant. 

R. Matcovifion —for the Crown. 

Judgment. —The conviction in this 
case has been had under S. 353, I. P. C. 
It lay on the prosecution to prove that 
tho public servants assaulted, namely 
the police constables Nazir Husain and 
Darsan Singh, were in the execution or 
in the lawful discharge of their duty as 
such public servants at the time when 
the assault was committed. They were 
endeavouring to search the house of the! 
applicant Madho Sonar. Not only is it^ 
not proved by the evidence on the record 
that the provisions of 3. 166 read with 
Cl. (3X S. 165. Criminal P. C., had been, 
complied with, but, as a matter of fact, 
a breach of those provisions becomes! 
patent on an examination of the evidencej 
given by Sub-Inspector Taj Dat Pande' 
and constable Darsan Singh. The Sub-; 
Inspector seems to have acted under a* 
belief, and probably quite a bona fide be¬ 
lief. tiiat it was sufficient compliance 
witli tho law if be sent intimation to the 


Emperor 

Sub-Inspector of Manda Police Station 
of nis intention to conduct a search with¬ 
in the limits of the lattor's jurisdiction 
and secured the presence at the search 
of a constable belonging to the Manda 
Police Station. This is not sufficient 
compliance with law. Apart from the 
fact that police constable Earsan Singh 
|had no order in writing from the Sub- 
jlnspector of Manda directing him to 
make the search, it is obvious enough 
from his evidence that he had received 
no order either written or verbal, from 
his own Sub-Inspector. He thought he 
was doing his duty in coming to the as¬ 
sistance of the Sub-Inspector from an¬ 
other circle on receiving an intimation 
from the latter that his presence was 
required. 

It is DO doubt of great importance that 
police officers in the discharge of their 
duty should receive the protection of such 
iseeions as 353, 333 and 332, I. P. C. but 
in order to entitle them to the protection 
of those sections police officers'must com¬ 
ply scrupulously with the provisions of the 
law, particularly when they undertake 
an act such as searching a house against 
the will of the owner. In the present 
case the conviction under S. 353 cannot 
:be maintained. No doubt on the evidence 
some lesser offence was probably com¬ 
mitted by the applicant Madbo Sonar; 
but ic would 309m that he has been 
undergoing sentence of imprisonment for 
more than a month, so that T do not 
think it necessary to go further into the 
question with a view to deciding whether 
he can be convicted of some lesser offence. 
In so far as he may have been guilty of 
any breach of the law in opposing the 
police officers, I have no doubt that ho 
has been quite sufficiently punished by 
the imprisonment which he has already 
undergone. I set aside the conviction 
and the sentence in this ease and direct 
that the applicant Madho Sonar he re¬ 
leased. 

V.B./r k. Conviction set aside. 
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CHAM[ER and Piggott, JJ. 

Emperor 

V. 

Bahmat others —Accused, 

Criminal Appeal No. 186 of 1915, 
Decided on 2l9t April 1915, from an 
order of acquittal by the Offg. Sess. Judge, 
Agra. 
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Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 345—Offence 
under S. 325, i. P, C., cannot be compoun* 
ded by complainant's heir. 

All offence punishable under S. 325, I. P. C. is 
compoundable with the permission of the Court, 
but it is conipoundable by the person to whom 
the hurt was caused, in .a case, where the 
person to whom the hurt was caused is dead, the 
case cannot be compounded bv his heir. 

IP 443 C 2] 

A. E. Bijves —for the Grown. 

J. M. Bano'ji and Benode Beliari for 
C. B. Alston —for Accused. 

Judgment.— This is a Government ap¬ 
peal against an order of acquittal and is 
brought under the following circum¬ 
stances: There were four accused persons 
Rahmat, Moti, son of Pir Bakhsh, Jhandu 
and Moti, son of Khilari, all of the Ban- 
jara caste; and the case against them was 
that they had beaten with lathis their 
caste fellow Pir Bakhsh, inflicting serious 
injuries which, as a matter of fact, resul¬ 
ted in the death of the said Pir Bakhsh. 
The Magistrate who inquired into the 
case for reasons given by him framed a 
charge under S. 325, T. P. C., but com¬ 
mitted the accused persons for trial 
before the Court of Session. The case 
unfortunately came before a Sessions 
Judge of very limited experience. Ha 
rejected an application made on behalf 
of the prosecution for amendment of the 
charge into one under S. 304, I. P. C.. or 
S. 302, I. P. C , and then permitted the 
case to be compounded upon an arrange¬ 
ment come to between the accused per¬ 
sons and the widow of the deceased. He 
thus acquitted the accused without taking 
any evidence at all. The order is obvi¬ 
ously illegal. An offence punishablej 
under S. 325, I. P. C., is no doubt com- 
poundable with the permission of the 
Court, but it is compoundable by the' 
person to whom the hurt was caused.' 
In this Case the person to whom the Irurt 
was caused was dead and the case was| 
certainly not compoundable by his 
widow. 

In dealing with this matter to-day we 
are placed in a certain difficulty. Moti, 
son of Pir Bakhsh. has been arrested and 
has had notice of today s hearing. He 
has been represented before us by coun¬ 
sel. The other three accused persons 
cannot be found and are presumably 
absconding. The warrant issued by this 
Court for their arrest has nob hitherto 
been executed. Notices of today’s heat¬ 
ing were issued to them, and they have 
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been served on feheir near relatives, but 
they themselves cannot be found. The 
Government Advocate, vvho appears in 
support of the appeal, informs us that he 
is willing to withdraw the appeal as 
against the three absconding accused pro¬ 
vided tnis Court is prepared to take up 
the case, so far as they are concerned, in 
the exercise of its revisional jurisdiction. 
The case is a very clear one and there 
is no Question of convicting any of the 
accused on the evidence upon the record. 
Over and above setting aside the order 
of acquittal, all that we could do would 
he to direct these persons to be tried. 
Under these circumstance we think that 
the three absconding accused have been 
given a reasonable opportunity of being 
heard today in their defence within the 
meaning of Cl. 2, S. 439, Criminal P. 
C., and that we can take up tire question 
as regards them in the exercise of our 
revisional jurisdiction. 

With regard to Moti, son of Pir Bakhsh, 
therefore we so far accept this appeal 
that we set aside the order of acquittal 
passed in respect of the said Moti and 
direct that he be put on his trial before 
the Court of Session, As regards Bahmat, 
Jhandu and Moti, son of Khilari, the 
Government appeal against their ac¬ 
quittal is withdrawn. Taking up the 
matter in tlie exercise of our revisional 
jurisdiction we set aside the order ac¬ 
quitting these three men which is clearly 
an illegal order. We leave the local 
authorities to take such steps with regard 
to the prosecution of these three men as 
they may consider suitable. 
v.d./r.k, Ajipeal alloved* 


The Letters Patent appeal was pre¬ 
ferred from Kafique, J.’s following 
Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by a zamindar for a per¬ 
petual injunction restraining the defen¬ 
dant from cutting down trees of a grove■ 
or otherwise interfering with his (zamin- 
dar's) possession over it. It was alleged 
in the plaint that Moulvi Wazir Ahma*;, 
the plaintiff, was the zamindar of the 
village of Sitabnagar, and that Bhopal 
and others were his tenants in respect of 
plots, among others, numbered 74, 81 and 
89. There was a mango grove on the 
said plots, which was in the possession of 
Bhopal and others merely as his tenants 
whose sole right in the grove was that of 
taking fruit. They bad no right of 
transfer in respect of the trees of the 
grove nor could the said trees be sold in 
execution of a decree against them. One 
Uaya Kiahen in execution of his decree 
against them had some of the trees of 
the said grove put up to auction and pur¬ 
chased them himself on 28th June 1911. 
The said sale was void at law and put an 
end to the rights of the tenants in the 
grove and the plaintiff became entitled 
to its possession. He entered on posses¬ 
sion but Daya Kishen, the purchaser, 
with the help of two others attempted to 
out down the trees purchased by him and 
was prevented by the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff therefore sued for perpetual in¬ 
junction restraining Daya Kishen and his 
friends from cutting down any trees of 
the grove in question or otherwise inter¬ 
fering with the plaintiff's possession over 
the said grove. 

The claim was resisted on various 
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Rich.vkds, C. J. and Piggott. T. 

Daya Kishoi — Appellant. 

V. 

Maho7n('(l Wazir Ainnad —Respondent. 

Fjetters Patent Appeal No. 42 of 1915, 
Decided on 2nd July 1915. from judgi 
ment of Rathiuo, J. 

Landlord and Tenant—Character of occu¬ 
pancy holding not changed by planting grove 
with zaminc'nrs consent - Tree* are non- 
transferable. 


Wlioro Mil oocupuicy loiiMiil plants n .m*. 
ou liis lioldiu^ willi ihc ponnission of*^ i 
/.Minimlir, llie rharaclcr of the liolding is: 
cliMii^od. ’[’l-.e ton int has no right to trims 
the froos nor can (hoy ho sold in oxeontion o 
derroc against him. [!' .Mr, C 2 ; V .110 C 

( 711(1 Slraa’.-iir Hajpai —for AppoUanI 

Abdul llaooj for liespondent. 


grounds. The pleas with which we are 
concerned in this appeal were that 
plots Nos. 74, 81 and 89 were granted to 
Debi Singh, ancestor of Bhopal and 
others, by the zamindar of the village for 
planting a grove and Debi Singh accord- 
ingly planted a grove, and his descen¬ 
dants had a proprietary right in the 
grove which they could transfer either 
privately or which could be sold in exe¬ 
cution of a deoreo against them. More¬ 
over, under a custom obtaining in the 
village and also under the terms of the 
Wajihularz tenants have a transferable 
riglit in the trees in their possession. The 
learned Munsif held that the land of the 
grove in suit had not been granted to 
Debi Singh for planting a grove, but was 
his occupancy holding over which he had • 
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planted a grove. He further held that 
the custom set up by the defence was nob 
proved and that the terms of the Wajib- 
ularz were not applicable to the present 
case. The claim was accordingly de¬ 
creed. Daya Kishen, the auction-pur- 
-chaser of the trees, preferred an appeal. 
The only point urged on his behalf before 
the learned Subordinate Judge was that 
under the terms of the Wajlbularz of the 
village of Shitabnagar tenants had a 
transferable right in the trees planted'by 
them. In order to dispose of the question 
raised in the appeal the learned Subordi¬ 
nate Judge framed a fresh issue and re¬ 
mitted it for trial to the first Court. The 
finding of the first Court on the fresh 
issue did not support the contention of 
the appellant that under the terms of the 
Wajibularz a tenant had a right of trans- 
-fer in the trees planted by him on his 
holding. The learned Subordinate Judge 
accepted the finding of the first Court, 
* but for other reasons held that the ten- 
ants of the grove in suit had a right of 
•transfer in the trees. He accordingly 
accepted the appeal and dismissed the 
claim of the plaintiff. The latter has 
come up in second appeal to this Court. 

He contends that an occupancy or non- 
occupancy tenant who plants trees on 
his holding has no right of transfer in 
the trees in the absence of a custom or 
contract to the contrary. The following 
oases are relied upon in support of this 
contention ; Kasim Mian v. Banda Hu¬ 
sain (l), Imdad Khatun v. Bhagirath (2), 
Kausalia v, Gulab Kuar (3), Janki v. 
Sheodhar (4), Wahida Khatun v. Bulaqi 
Das (5). For the respondent the reply is 
that the finding of the lower appellate 
Court is that the land of the grove in 
suit was given to Debi Singh on a fixed 
rent for the purpose of planting a grove 
and therefore the principle laid down in 
the oases relied upon by the appellant 
does not apply. It is said that when a 
zamindar grants land on rent to a per¬ 
son to plant a grove, that person has a 
right of transfer in the trees. In support 
of his argument, the respondent refers to 
the following oases : . Muhammad Ismail 
Khan v. Mithu Lai (6), HahibiUlah v. 


(1) [1883] 

5 All. 616=(1883) A.W.N. 169.' 

(2) [1SS8J 

10 All, 159={1388) A.W.N. 32. 

(3) 1 

[1899' 

21 All. 297 =(1899) A.W.N. 7-2. 

(4) 

[i9or 

23 All. 211=(L90l) A.W.N. 62. 

(5) 

:1906. 

3 A.L.J. 335=(1906) A.W.N. 140. 

(6) 

[1912' 

17 I.C. 656. 
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Kalyan Das (7). The case law, no doubt, 
makes a distinction between the rights of 
a tenant, occupancy or non-cccapanoy, 
who plants trees on his holding and of a 
person who is given land at a specified 
rent solely for the purpose of planting a 
grove. The contention of the respondent 
must prevail if it has bean found that 
the land of the grove in suit was granted 
to Debi Singh for the purpose of plant¬ 
ing a grove. It is true that the learned 
Subordinate Judge does say that he 
thinks that the land of tlie grove in suit 
was la'i to Debi Singh on a fixed rent for 
the purpose of planting a ‘grove. But 
there does not seem to be any evidence 
in support of this finding. The defen¬ 
dant-respondent produced evidence to 
prove that the plaintiff-appellant had 
granted the land of che grove in suit to 
Bhopal and others who had planted the 
grove. The first Court disbelieved that 
evidence. 

The learned Subordinate Judge did not 
accept it also, for he holds that the land 
was granted to Debi Singh. He means 
presumably that the land was granted by 
the former zamindars, as the plaintiff- 
appellant was not the zamindar in the 
lifetime of Debi Singh. In fact the 
learned Subordinate Judge in an earlier 
part of his judgment accepts the finding 
of the first Court that the grove in ques¬ 
tion was planted with the permission of 
the former zamindars. The revenue 
papers show that tlie land of the grove 
was the occupancy holding of Debi Singh 
for a long time before any trees were 
planted by him on it. The reason for 
the finding seems to be that the learned 
Subordinate Judge thought that the per¬ 
mission of the former zamindars, which 
was assumed in the absence of any pro¬ 
test by them, to Debi Singh to plant a 
grove, amounted to the grant of a fresh 
lease to Uim of the land for the purpose 
of planting a grove. If that wore a valid 
reason the cases referred to above by the 
appellant were erroneously decided. But 
I do not think that it can bo said that 
the permission by a zamindar to his oc¬ 
cupancy or non-occupancy tenant to 
plant trees on his holding cancels the 
original lease and is a fresh lease for the 
purpose of planting trees. The finding 
under discussion being unsupported by 
any evidence cannot be accepted. The' 
c haracter of the grove in question then 
{!) A.LR. 1914 All. 42S'=25 I.C. 109. 
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is that it was planted by an ocoupanoy 
tenant on his holding. He or his succes¬ 
sors have therefore no right of transfer 
in the trees. They cannot be sold pri¬ 
vately or in execution of a decree against 
Bhopal and others. 

But it is further contended for the res¬ 
pondent that as soon as the grove was 
planted by Debi Singh, the land lost its 
character as an occupancy holding and 
the zamindar could have ejected him 
The zamindar having failed to do so. 
Debi Singh became a trespasser and his 
possession became adverse to the zamin¬ 
dar. Debi Singh and his successors have 
been in adverse possession for more than 
12 years prior to the sale of the trees 
and hence the plaintiff-appellant cannot 

question the sale to Daya Kishen No 
such plea was taken by the latter in his 
defence. But apart from that the case of 
Daya Kishen was and the finding of the 
lower Court is that the trees were planted 
with the permission of the former zamin- 
dars. No question of adverse possession 
can therefore arise. The appeal prevails, 
the decree of the lower appellate Court 
IS set aside and that of the first Court is 
restored. Costs are allowed to the ap¬ 
pellant throughout. 

Judgment— We think the decision of 
the Judge of this Court is correct We 
dismiss the appeal. 

V.n./p.K, Appeal disjnissed. 
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Richapds and^Banerji, JJ. 

Kuhiiviunnisa Applicant. 

V. 

Chauhc Basudeo and of/icrs—Opposite 
Parties. 

Privy Council Appeal No. 16 of 1914 
Dooidod on 24th October 1914 from 
Decision of High Court, in Second Appeal 
Ko. 14oG of 1913. 

Civil P. C (5 of 1908), S. 110-History of 

properly in dispute same as other properly 
worth more than Rs. 10,000 does not give 
right to appeal to Privy Council 

A .suit rch.linj. lo bighas Id biswas 
cl liiHl viluo.l :it only Rs. 1,000 camo un iu 

sccondiippea (o tbo High Court and was dis¬ 
posed of. I bo history of tbo laud in dispute 
was the snmo as that of another 300 bighas 
cf land in the sanio inahal. ^ 

Held-, tliat tbo mere fact that the history 
o he proper y ,n dispute was the same as that 

of the other land in the mahal valued at more 

than Ks. 10 000 did not involve a claim lu 
iliiostioM wiihin the moaning of S. 110 sons 
OKI. 'til. applicant a right of npi’O^U to His 
HajLst} in C ouncil. [P 44<5 C 2] 


Kulsumuknisa Bibi V. Chaube Basddeo 
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Order. This is an application for 
^ave to appeal to His Majesty in 
Council. The suit only related to 3 
bighas 12 biswas of land and was valued 
at only Rs. 1.000. This Court in second 
appeal reversed the decree of the lower 
appellate Court and restored the deoree- 
of the Court of first instance. The case 
prima facie does not fulfill the condi¬ 
tions of S. 110, Civil P. G. It is how¬ 
ever contended on behalf of the appli¬ 
cant that the decree of this Court 
directly involves a claim or question to 
or respecting property of the value of 
Rs. 10,000. The history of the land in 
dispute, no doubt, is the same as that 
of another 300 bighas or three dants 
in the same mahal. The question in the! 
suit was the status of the mortgagors 
of the plaintiff. If they were merely 
tenants they would have had no.right to 
mortgage their holdings and they could 
not have been prevented from surrender¬ 
ing their tenancies to thezamindars. It 
is contended that the owners or occupiers 
of the remainder of the other land may 
now set up that they are not tenants, 
as the result of the decision of this 
Court in the present suit, and that there¬ 
fore some question relating to the rest 
of the land, which exceeds in value 

Rs. 10,000, is involved in the decree of 
this Court. 

We cannot agree with this contention,. 
The case of Sri Kishan Bal v. Kashmiro 
(1) has been cited. There the question 
in suit related to the validity of an arbi¬ 
tration award. The High Court, rever¬ 
sing the decision of the Court below, 
had held that the award was not bind¬ 
ing on Mt. Kashmiro. The judgment 
proceeds: 

“ If tho decree of this Court becomes finals 
the question of tho validity of tho award will 
also become final ns regards property other 
than the property iu dispute in the present 
suit. It is therefore clear that the decree of 
this Court does involve a question relating to 
property of the value exceeding Rs. 10,000.” 

It is clear the case was decided on its 
own facts. The mere fact that tho 
history of the property is the same does 
not involve a claim or question within 
tho meaning of S. 110 as to give the 
applicant a right of appeal to His 
Majesty in respect of the two bighas 
odd. It is not alleged that the plain¬ 
tiffs in the present suit are interested 
in any portion of the p rop erty save the 

(1) [1913] 35 AH. 445—21 I. 0. OIt! 
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Sheo Mangal Singh 

2 bighas 12 biswas which were the 
subject-matter of the suit. 

We accordingly reject the application 
with costs. 

V.B./r.k. Application rejected. 
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PiGGOTT. J. 

Sheo Mangal Singh —Plaintiff — Appel¬ 
lant. 

V. 

Chedu and oi/ters —Defendants—Res¬ 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1541 of 1914, Deci- 
ded on 11th November 1915, from decree 
of District Judge, Mainpuri. 

Occupancy holding—Effect of mortgage— 
Mortgage with possession before Tenancy 
Act—Mortgagor cannot relinquish tenancy 
for consideration. 

An occupancy tenant who prior to the 
coming into force of the Agra Tenancy Act, 
1901, mortgaged his holding for consideration 
and in a genuine way, and put the mortgagee 
in possession, cannot enter into a bargain with 
his zamindar so as to secure some collateral 
advantage for himself as consideration for the 
relinquishment of his holding, to the prejudice 
of the mortgagee whom he has himself put in 
possession. [p 443 c 1 ] 

Lakshmi Narain and Baleshtoari Fra- 
—for Appellant. 

^ Sital Fraaad Ghosh~~iox Respondents. 

Judgment.— This is plaintiff’s appeal 
in a suit for ejectment originally filed in 
the Court of an Assistant Collector. The 
plaintiff is admittedly the zamindar of 
the land in suit. In his plaint, he des¬ 
cribes the two defendants, Chedu, son of 
Dan, and Cbiddu, son of Matru, Kunjras, 
as non-occupancy tenants of the land in 
suit. The defendants filed a written 
statement in which they described them¬ 
selves as mortgagees in possession on 
behalf of the tenaut-in-chief who was a 
tenant with occupancy rights. On their 
plea Mithu, son of Faqira, was added as 
a defendant. The Assistant Collector 
came to the conclusion that there had 
been a mortgage by Faqira, father of 
Mithu, in favour of the original defen¬ 
dants and that this fact alone was suffi¬ 
cient to oust his jurisdiction. He dis¬ 
missed the suit accordingly. The Dis¬ 
trict Judge was obviously inclined to 
the opinion that the Assistant Collector 
was wrong on the question of jurisdic¬ 
tion. He has however rightly remarked 
that the question was one which might 
bo passed over in his Court, in virtue of 
the provisions of S. 197, Agra Tenancy 
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Act (Local Act 2 of 1901). He was of 
opinion that he had materials on the 
record sufficient to determine the appeal. 
He has found that there was a mortgage 
by Faqira in favour of the original 
defendants, and that this fact alone was 
sufficient to protect the said defendants 
from ejectment during the period of the 
mortgage. 

The plaintiff’s suit having thus been 
dismissed by both the Courts below, it 
is contended in second appeal to this 
Court that the findings of the Court of 
first appeal are not sufficient to dispose 
of the case. The facts apparent from 
the record are somewhat peculiar. It 
would seem that the land was conveyed 
to the fathers of the two original defen¬ 
dants by two distinct transactions. 
There was a mortgage by Faqira in the 
month of May 1897 in favour of Matru 
for a period of 15 years. Before this 
period had expired, Faqira executed 
another mortgage in favour of Dan for a 
period of 20 years. The record does not 
show that Dan and Matru are related, 
though they are members of tlie same 
caste, and it would seem that their sons, 
the two defendants originally impleaded 
are amicably in joint possession of the 
land in suit. After the death of Faqira, 
there was a suit for arrears of rent 
against Mithu which resulted in a decree 
in favour of the zamindar. If the latter 
had proceeded to eject Mithu for non¬ 
satisfaction of this decree, the mortga¬ 
gees in possession would no doubt have 
had an opportunity of protecting them¬ 
selves by paying into Court the amount 
of the decree money. It is not clear 
from the record whether any proceedings 
in ejectment had been commenced, but 
on 29th January 1911, Mithu relin¬ 
quished his bolding in favour of the 
plaintiff zamindar. Subsequently, Mithu 
himself brought a suit to get this relin¬ 
quishment set aside, on the ground that 
it, had been brought about by fraud or 
coercion and this suit failed. The 
learned District Judge has quoted autho¬ 
rity for the position taken up by him 
that Mithu was not entitled durin« the 
pendency of the mortgage in favour of 
Dan to relinquish his holding to the 
prejudice oi the latter. It seems to me 
that there are two currents of opinion in 
this Court on this question. 

The matter came before a Full Bench 
recently in the case of Birj Kumar Lai 
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V. Sheo Kumar Misra (l). In deciding 
that case, the Court laid stress on cer¬ 
tain facts which had been concluded by 
the findings of the Court below. These 
were as follows : (l) That the mortgage 
set up against the zamindar was for 
consideration and genuine ; (2) that the 
object of the relinquishment was to de¬ 
feat the mortgagee’s rights. On these 
findings it was held that the civil Court 
had rightly granted the mortgagee a 
declaration that the relinquishment by 
the tenant was ineffectual against him 
and an injiincticn restraining the zamin¬ 
dar from interfering with his possession. 

A number of authorities on the point 
are referred to by Tudball, J., in his 
order in the case of Jai Gopal Narain 
Singh v. (Jma Dat (2). It is clear that in 
some of the older cases of this Court, as 
for instance, Eayinu Rai v. Baffiuddin 
(3), the position had been broadly taken 
up that an occupancy tenant who prior to 
the coming into force of the Agra Tenancy 
Act (Local Act 2 of 1901), had made a 
usufructuary mortgage of his holding and 
put the mortgagee into possession, could 
not during the subsistence of this mort¬ 
gage relinquish his holding to the pre¬ 
judice of the mortgagee’s rights. If the 
principle thus broadly laid down, is ac¬ 
cepted as of universal application, it 
would seem that there was no necessity 
in the more recent ruling to which I have 
referred, to discuss such a question as the 
object of the relinquishment, or the exis¬ 
tence of collusion between the mortgagor 
and the zamindar. I take it that the 
law is finally settled to this extent: that 
an occupancy tenant who has mortgaged 
his holding under the circumstances 
stated, and put the mortgagee in posses- 
iSion, cannot enter into a bargain with 
his zamindar so as to secure some colla¬ 
teral advantage for liimself as considera¬ 
tion for the relinquishment of his hold- 
ling, to the prejudice of the mortgagee 
'whom he has himself put in possession. 
Whether any broader principle than this 
can bo laid down as applicable to all oases, 
seems to me at least open to argument. 

The mortgagees, by refusing or neg¬ 
lecting to pay rent regularly to the 
zamindar, might obviously put their 

ft) A. 1. u. 1915 All. 271=29 1.0. 215—S? 

All. -M l (F. B.). ^15-37 

(21 [19111 10 1. 0. 573. 
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mortgagor in a very unpleasant position. 
It is all very well to say, as has been 
done in this case, that the mortgagee 
would be driven in the last extremity to 
protect the occupancy tenant from eject¬ 
ment by paying into Court the amount 
of any decree which the zamindar might 
have obtained against him; but there 
seems no good reason why the occupancy 
tenant, while not in possession and not 
enjoying any benefit from the produce of 
the land, should be put to the trouble of 
defending a series of suits for arrears of 
rent because the mortgagee in possession 
has not troubled himself to pay the rent 
regularly. If the conditions of the mort¬ 
gage were such as to bind the mortgagee 
to pay rent regularly to the zamindar. 
I think the Courts might well grant the 
mortgager equitable relief against any 
breach of such condition and permit him 
to protect himself from further trouble 
by relinquishing his holding. Without 
therefore committing myself to any fur¬ 
ther attempt to define the law on this 
point, I think I have said enough to 
justify the conclusion that there should 
be some further findings of fact recorded, 
before the decision of the Courts below 
dismissing the plaintiff’s suit can 
affirmed. 

I have to consider what issues should 
be remitted. In argument before me it 
has been suggested that the mortgages 
in favour of Dan and Matru have not 
been proved in accordance with law, 
and that there should be a finding both 
as to the factum of those mortgages and 
as to the passing of consideration. It 
does not seem to me that any plea to 
this effect can fairly be read into the 
memorandum of appeal filed by the plain¬ 
tiff in this Court ; nor do I think it is a 
plea which I should permit to be raised 
at this stage. The whole of the proceed¬ 
ings in the Courts below, and the find¬ 
ings of both those Courts, are based on 
the assumption that the defendants ori¬ 
ginally impleaded were placed in posses¬ 
sion by Faqira, as mortgagees in virtue 
of a bona fide mortgage or mortgages. 
As a matter of fact, the period of the 
mortgage in favour of Matru has expired, 
so that the only mortgage which can be 
set up in this case is that of 1901 in 
favour of Dan. As the case now stands 
before mr, I do not think it necessary or 
advisable to call for any finding as to 
whether this mortgage was legally proved 
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or was for consideration. I think the 
Courts below have virtually concluded 
these points in favour of the defendants. 

There remains the question of the 
transactions connected with Mithu's re¬ 
linquishment. I remit the following 
issues to the Courts below : 

“(1) In relinquishing his tights as an occu¬ 
pancy tenant over the land in suit, did Mithu 
obtain for himself any collateral advantage 
from the plaintiff zamindar, or can it otherwise 
be said that the plaintiff and IMithu were acting 
in collusion to the prejudice of the original 
defendants?” 

“ (2) Were the original defendants, or either 
of them, as mortgagees of the land in suit, 
bound to pay the rent thereof regularly to the 
•zamindar? Were they in any way responsible 
for the fact that the zamindar obtained a decree 
for arrears of rent against ^lithu ? ” 

As the case has not been looked at in 
either of the Courts below from the point 
of view which I have taken, I think that 
the parties should be permitted to ad- 
duce evidence on these issues if they see 
fit to do so. The lower appellate Court 
may record itself any additional evidence 
which the parties may offer, or cause 
the evidence to be taken by the Court of 
first instance, but it must record its own 
findings. On return of the findings, ten 
days will be allowed for objections. 

v.b./r.K. Issues remitted^ 

A. I. R, 1915 Allahabad 449 

Knox, J. 

Sinfjer ISIanafactiirino Co.—Plaintiff— 
Appellant. 

V. 

^Irs. E. Felyicn and others — Defen¬ 
dants—Opposite Parties. 

Civil Eevn. Patn. No. 46 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 2Gth November 1914, from de¬ 
cree of Small Cause Court Judge, Allaha¬ 
bad. 

Limitation Act (9 of 1908), Art. 49— Proof 
of demand and refusal is necessary to make 
wrongful detention — Mere nonpayment of 
rent would not suffice. 

The mere nonpayment of rent for a sewing 
machine taUen on the hire purchase system 
would not amount to wrongful taking or wrong¬ 
ful detention of the machine within the mean¬ 
ing of Art. 49, rjimitation Act. There must bo 
eomo overt act or demand for the machine by 
the hirer and refusal by the purchaser : 12 
C. W. N. 1010 and 12 I. C. 207, Ref. ; 23 All 
81. [P 449 C 2; P 450 C 1] 

Peareij Lai Banerjea- ~ior Appellant. 

Simeon—fox Opposite Parties. 

Judgment. This is an application for 
revision of an order passed by the Judge 
of the Small Cause Court, Allahabad. 
The case as laid before the Small Cause 
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Court Judge briefly is that on 27th Janu¬ 
ary 1908 the defendants, who are the 
second party in this Court, took a 
machine from the Singer Manufacturing 
Company on what is known as the hire 
and purchase system. The value of the 
machine is said to be Ps. 80 and in the 
plaint it is alleged that Rs. 20 has been 
paid and the balance, which was under 
the agreement between the parties to be 
recovered by monthly instalments of 
Rs. 5, has not been paid. The last date 
on which it is said payment of this 
monthly instalment was made, is put as 
April 1908. The relief prayed for by the 
plaintiff was that a decree be passed 
against the defendants for Rs. 40, rent 
running from 27fch November 1912 to 
27th July 1913, and for delivery of the 
machine or for its value together with 
costs and future interest. In the reply 
it was contended that the suit was barred 
by limitation. There were other pleas, 
but they are unnecessary for the purpose 
of this application. The Court below 
having found that the case was within 
its jurisdiction went on to hold that the 
claim was barred by limitation. The 
articles which the Court below consi¬ 
dered were articles barring this claim 
are Arts. 48, 49 and 50, Limitation Act. 
Holding that the suit was barred the 
Court below dismissed it. This Court is 
asked to interfere on the ground that the 
Court below has entirely failed to appre¬ 
ciate the relation existing between the 
plaintiff and the defendants who had 
hired the machine and who are in pos¬ 
session of it on behalf of the plaintiff. It 
is difficult to understand the reasoning 
adopted by the learned Judge of the 
Court below. 

Tn his judgment he says that under 
Cl. (d) of the agreement entered into 
between the parties, the owner could 
terminate the hiring and retake pos¬ 
session of the machine and acces¬ 
sories. He holds that the cause of action 
accrued when the hirer failed to pay in 
any month in advance. This failure'first 
took place according to the learned Judge 
in June 190S and the suit became barred 
under Art. 49. Limitation Act, with effect 
from 27th June 1911. I think the learned 
Judge has entirely overlooked the condi¬ 
tions of the transaction with regard to 
this machine. There could not have been! 
any wrongful taking or wrongful deten¬ 
tion Until there had been some overt act 
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of wrongful taking or some demand made 
by the Company and refusal by the de¬ 
fendants. The mere nonpayment of rent 
would not amount to wrongful taking or 
wrongful detention. The act of the 
defendants would appear to fall if it 
falls at all under this article, under 
wrongful detention and that act would 
only begin on the dace when a demand 
for the machine had been made by the 
Company and refusal by the defendants 
to deliver it had been set up. This is the 
view which I take. .1 am fortified in this 
conclusion by the view taken under simi¬ 
lar circumstances by the Calcutta High 
Court in Gopal ChandraBose v. Siirendrci 
Nath Dull (l). The learned Judges in 
that case held that the decision on a 
point of this kind should be in accord¬ 
ance with the decision in Wilkiyison v. 
Verity (2). The Madras High Court took 
the same view in Gopalsami Ayyar v. 
Siibramania Sastri (3). They refused to 
consider the contention raised in that 
case that mere silence of the defendant 
amounted to refusal. This case goes fur¬ 
ther than the present case. By the op¬ 
posite side I was referred to Bam Shigh 
V. Salifj Bam (4). That case really deals 
with the question of jurisdiction and 
when a decision in a Small Cause Court 
case should or should not be interfered 
with by this Court, and not with limita- 
tion. I have no doubt that the decision 
arrived at by the learned Judge of the 
Small Cause Court is wrong and cannot 
be supported. I therefore think that 
this is a case in which I should inter¬ 
fere with the decision of the Court be¬ 
low. That decision being upon a preli¬ 
minary point, I set it aside and return 
the case to that Court with the direction 
to re-enter it on the file of pending cases 
and to dispose of it according to law. The 
second party will pay the costs of the ap. 
plicant so far as this revision is con¬ 
cerned. 

v.li./p.K. Case returned^ 

" ' (ij LIUUSJ 1-2 0. W. N. 1010. ~ ^ 

(‘2) [1B71] GO. P. ‘20(5=40 L. J. C. P. 141=24 

h. T. ^32 = 19 W. n. C04. 

(3) [1911] 35 (53(5=12 I. 0. 207. 

(4) L1G0(5] 28 .Ml. 81 = (l<;05) A. W. N. 193=2 

A. L. J. 711. 
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Chamier, j. 

Shafaatullah —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. 

Izzatullah and others — Defendants—' 
Bespondents. 

Second Appeal No. 482 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 23rd February 1915, from decree 
of Addl. Judge, Moradabad. 

Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 95 
—Redemption in part if agreed upon does 
not split the mortgage—Coheir redeeming 
mortgage is entitled to possession and charge 
on property—Dispossession does not defeat 
charge. 

Where a reortgage-deed provides that the 
njortgigor might redeem any portion of the 
property upon payment of a proportionate part 
of the debt, and some of the hoirs of the mort¬ 
gagor redeem their share in the property, the 
integrity of the mortgage is not broken up. 

[P 451 0 2) 

One of the co-heirs of a mortgagor who, be¬ 
ing a person interested in the mortgaged pro¬ 
perty, pays oil the mortgage money and re¬ 
deems the properly, is entitled to possession of 
the properly, and the other co-heirs cannot de¬ 
feat the charge he thereby acquires on the pro¬ 
perty under 8. 95, T. P. Act, by keeping him out 
of possession. [P 452 C 1] 

Ihn Ahmad— for Appellant. 

Mahomed Ishaq K/ian, S. M. Sulai- 
man and Iqbal Ahmad —for Reapondents- 

Judgment. —The facts of this case 
are as follows, so far as they have been 
determined. Many years ago certain 
property was mortgaged by Mt. Fateh- 
unnissa to tbe predecessor of defendants 
9 to 11. The mortgage was of a usufru¬ 
ctuary character and the mortgagee was- 
placed in possession. Some years after 
the mortgage, Fatehunnissa died leaving 
four sons. Her first son is represented 
in this suit by defendants G. 7 and 8. Her 
second son is represented by defendants 
3, 4 and 13. The third son is represent¬ 
ed by defendants 1 and 2 and the fourth 
son is represented by the plaintiff^ 
Shafaatullah, and defendants 5, 12. 14 
and 15. Kaoh branch of the family be¬ 
came entitled to one-fourth of Fatobun- 
nissa’s estate, but under an arbitration 
award each branch got definite proper¬ 
ties not necessarily corresponding exactly 
to its one-fourth share. It was provided 
in the mortgage-deed that the mortgagor 
might redeem any portion of the proper¬ 
ty upon payment of a proportionate part 
of tho debt, and it is said that in the 
award it was provided that each branch 
might settle with the mortgagee in res¬ 
pect of its own portion of the property- 
l''cfen‘lanls G to 8 brought a suit for re^ 
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demption of that portion of the property 
which had been allotted to them by the 
award, bub as might be expected, they 
got a decree for redemption nob of the 
property allotted to them by the award, 
but of a one-fourth share of the whole. 
The case of the plaintiff is that, being 
one of the parsons entitled to redeem the 
mortgage, ho has paid to the mortgagee 
or rather to the mortgagee’s representa¬ 
tives the amount remaining due on the 
mortgage, and in this suit he claims 
possession of the remainder of the pro¬ 
perty, that is, of the mortgaged property 
excluding what was decreed to defen¬ 
dants 6 to 8 in their suit. The repre¬ 
sentatives of the mortgagee put in no 
defence, but the suit was resisted by 
most of the other members of the mort¬ 
gagor’s family. It appears that when 
the money was paid by the plaintiff to 
the mortgagee’s representatives the 
latter surrendered possession and the 
plaintiff applied for mutation of names. 
Thereupon many of the other members 
of the family, including those who have 
resisted this suit, put in objections, and 
the result appears bo have been that 
mutation of names was made in favour 
of all the persons entitled to the proper¬ 
ty, as if the mortgage had been paid off 
by all of them. It is, in fact, the case 
of several of the defendants that each of 
the different persons entitled to the pro- 
perty contributed his quota of the 
money paid to the mortgagees, and there¬ 
fore they say that they are entitled to 
retain possession. 

The plaintiff’s case is that he found 
the whole of the money that was paid 
to the mortgagees, and therefore he alone 
is entitled to possession and is entitled 
to retain possession until the other 
members of the family pay him what is 
due on account of their shares. There 
is also a subsidiary question between the 
plaintiff on the one side and defendants 
6 to 8 on the other. The plaintiff com¬ 
plains that defendants 6 to 8 have taken 
possession of one-fourth of agroveto 
which they are not entitled under the 
award. This question may be dismissed 
from further consideration, with the re¬ 
mark that defendants 6 to 8 have taken 
possession only of what was decreed to 
them, and unless and until the plaintiff 
gets possession of the rest of the pro¬ 
perty, so that the award may be given 
effect to, defendants 6 to 8 are entitled 
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got. Both the Courts below have dis¬ 
missed the suit, on the ground that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to redeem 
more than his share or more than the 
share of his branch of the family In 
my opinion it is quite clear that the 
plaintiff as one of the persons entitled 
to the property is competent to redeem 
the whole mortgage. This is not a case 
of the integrity of the mortgage having 
been split up by partial redemption effect, 
ed by defendants 6 to 8 ; for what they 
did was strictly in accordance with the 
mortgage. They, being some of the per- 
sons entitled to the property, might 
have, if they had chosen, redeemed the 
whole mortgage, but they tcok advantage 
of the clause of the deed referred to 
above to redeem a portion only, and thev 
were entitled to redeem that portion nob 
because they had inherited any particu- 
la,r share in the property from Patehun- 
nissa, but because the mortgage-deed 
empowered the mortgagor, and therefore 
also the mortgager's representatives or 

any one of them, to redeem a portion of 
the property on payment of a propor¬ 
tionate part of the debt. Per the same 
reason it appears to me quite clear that 
the p aintitf is entitled to redeem the re 
mainder ol the mortgaged property, and 
the reasons given by the Courts below 
for dismissing the suit appear to me to 
be unsound.. In this Court the same rea 
sons were put forward ; but an addi- 
tional and more serious argument was 
advanced, namely, that a suit of this 
character is not maintainable at all 
Section 9-5 T, P. Act has been discus- 

sed in sevara oases in this Court and it 
has been held that in the case of a mort 

gage made without delivery of posses- 
sion, one of several mortgagors redeem¬ 
ing the property is entitled to a charge 
on the share of each of the other co- 
mortgagors in the property for his pro¬ 
portion of the e.xpensQs properly incurred 
in so redeeming, and that the words 
obtains possession" and "obtaining 
possession apply not only to a case o°' 
moitgage under which possession has 
been delivered to the mortgagee. It is 
admitted that if the plaintiff was ontitl- 
ed to redeem the remainder of the mort¬ 
gage, and if, having jong 

oaeded in obtaining possession, ho would 
have been entitled to a charge on the 
shares of the other members of the fa- 
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other members of the family or some of PiGGOTT, J. 

them have succeeded in preventing the Daijit Singh —Defendant—Appellant. 

plaintiff from obtaining possession, the v. 

plaintiff cannot sue for possession. It Shambhu .Singh —Plaintiff — Respon- 

seems to me that if this contention is dent. 

sound, it follows, according to the deci- Second Appeal No. 921 of 1914, Da- 


sions of this Court, that the plaintiff has 
not even a charge on the shares of the 
other members for his proportion of the 
expenses incurred by him in redeeming 
the mortgage. (I am assuming, of course, 
for the present that the whole of the 
money paid to the mortgagee was found 
by the plaintiff). The construction of 
S. 95 advocated by the defendants in his 
case appears to me to put a high pre¬ 
mium on violence. Their argument 
comes to this: if one of several mort¬ 
gagors redeems a mortgage, and the 
mortgagee is ready and willing to hand 
over possession to the person who pays 
him the mortgage-money, yet if the co- 
mortgagors can succeed by force or other¬ 
wise in preventing the person who paid 
the money from taking possession of the 
property, their shares in the property 
are freed from all liability for their pro¬ 
portion of the mortgage money. Neither 
side has been able to cite any authority 
on the subject ; but it seems to me that 
the plaintiff, being a person interested 
in the property and having paid to the 
mortgagees what remained due to them, 
was entitled to possession of the proper- 
ity, and that the defendants cannot bo 
allowed to defeat the plaintiff’s charge 
;on the property by keeping him out of 
jpossession. 

But before I can dispose of this appeal, 
I must have findings on the issues which 
have not been taken up by the Courts 
bolow. I direct that the record be re¬ 
turned to tho lower appellate Court in 
order that findings may bo recorded on 
the issues other than Nos. 3 and 5. Fresh 
evidence may bo admitted. I invito at¬ 
tention to tho fifth ground taken in the 
memorandum of appeal to the lower ap- 
l)ollate Court in order that the (\uostion 
raised in that ground of appeal may be 
considered by tho Judge. On return of 
the findings ten days will bo allowed 
for objections. 

v.r>./iM\. Case sent bnck. 


cided on 14th June 1915, from decree of 
Addl. Dist. Judge, Farrukhabad, 

U. P. Land Revenue Act (3 of 1901), 

S. 233 (k)—Remedy for grievance againtt 
mistake' in distribution of lands in partition 
is by way of application and not by civil suit. 

Where there has been a partition of a certain 
inahal by a revenue Court, resulting in a cer¬ 
tain distribution of the lands of that mahal, if 
any error has been made In connexion with 
this distribution to the prejudice of a particular 
cosharer, the remedy of the latter is by way 
of application to the revenue Court to correct 
its own mistake and not a suit in the civil 
Court: 8 7. C. 807, Foil, and 23 All. 291 (F. B.); 
(1900) A. W. N. 11 and 11. C. C96, Ref. 

[P 462 C 2] 

Guhqri Lal^ for Appellant. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Respondent. 

Judgment. —The question for deter¬ 
mination in this appeal is whether this 
suit was b'lrred by the provisions of 
S. 233 (k), United Provinces Land Re¬ 
venue Act, Local Act 3 of 1901. Ac¬ 
cording to that section the oivil Court 
is debarred from taking cognizance of 
any suit with regard to the partition or 
union of mahals. The section itself is 
drawn up in broad terms and it has been 
applied broadly by this Court ever since 
tho Full Bench decision in MuhammaeJ 
Sadiq V. Lautc Bam {\). That / decision 
was under tho former Land Revenue 
Act. 19 of 1873, tho wording of which 
differed somewhat. The provisions of 
S. 233 (k), as they now stand, were 
considered by two Judges of this Court 
in Lachman Das v. Hanuman Prasaii 
(2). I understand that ruling as laying 
down tho broad principle that where 
there has been a partition of a certain 
mahal by a revenue Court, resulting in 
a certain distribution of the lands off 
that mahal being effected, if any error 
has been made in connexion with this 
distribution to the prejudice of a parti-| 
cular cosharer, the remedy of the latterj 
is by way of application to the revenue' 
Court itself to correct its own miabaka. 
Any exercise of jurisdiction on the part 
of a oivil Court which would disturb, 
or in any way alYeot, the distribution of 

(1) [1901] 23 All. 201=(1901) A. \Y. N. 30 
(F. 11.). 

'2) [1910) 83 All. 109=S I. C. 307. 
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land made on a partition, is barred by 
S. 236 (k), Act 3 of 1901. The facts 
of the present case are given at length 
in the very careful judgment of the 
learned Munsif. It appears that the 
mahal with which we are concerned had 
been divided by perfect partition in the 
year 1875. A number of pattis had 
been formed, one of which pattis, No. 9, 
was known as patti shamilat, and con¬ 
sisted of those lands which had not been 
divided amongst the cosharers, that is 
to say, the joint lands in which all the 
oosharers of the various pattis retained 
their rights according to their pro¬ 
portionate shares. In the year 1904 
Daljit Singh, who is the defendant in 
tjie present case, presented an applica¬ 
tion for the separation by perfect parti¬ 
tion, of his share in pattis Nos. 4 and 5 
and also of his share in shamilat patti 
No. 9. Notice of this application was 
issued to ail the cosharers of all the 
various pattis in the mahal. The Assis¬ 
tant Collector however came to the con¬ 
clusion that there were objections to a 
perfect partition, and intimated as much 
to Daljit Singh. The latter thereupon 
presented a fresh application on 25th 
March 1905, asking the Court to separate 
his share by imperfect partition only, 
thus forming it into a new patti. The 
learned District Judge seems to have 
felt some doubt as to whether on this 
application any actual partition of the 
lands appertaining to the shamilat patti 

No. 9 could have followed, or aotuallv 
did follow. 

Obviously, when Daljit Singh’s ap- 
plication was limited to one for im¬ 
perfect partition, no actual partition 
of the lands appertaining to the patti 
shamilat would follow. A new patti 
would be created by separating Daljit 
Singh 3 share in lands appertaining to 
pattis Nos. 4 and 5 from those of the 
other Gosbarers in the same pattis. In 
the course of carrying out this imperfect 
partition the Assistant Collector laid 
hold of a plot ‘69, ‘69 of an acre in area, 
shown as No. 1956 in the village map. 
He treated this as appertaining to patti 
No. 4 and divided it amongst cosharers 
of that patti, assigning to the defendant- 
appellant 49, 49 acre as his share in the 
same. The plaintiff in this case, Shambhu 
Singh, has acquired since the partition 
the proprietary rights which belonged 
in the years 1904 and 1905 to a cosharer 


named Dular Singh. He contends that 
plot No. 1956, above referred to, never 
appertained to patti No. 4 at all, but 
formed part of the land appertaining to 
patti No. 2 in which Dular Singh was a 
cosharer. He suggests that the pro¬ 
ceedings of the Assistant Collector deal¬ 
ing with this plot in the course of the 
partition of 1905 were a pure mistake. 

The Courts below have gone into the 
question of fact. Apparently it was not 
a question which could be settled off¬ 
hand on a mere inspection of the village 
records. It turned upon a comparison 
of the existing village records with the 
older papers and the ascertainment and 
location of the older numbers which 
went to make up plot No. 1956 in the 
present village map. The Courts below 
have however found that plot No. 1956 
did appertain to patti No. 2 and was 
wrongly included by the Assistant Col¬ 
lector in patti No. 4 and partitioned 
amongst the cosharers of that patti. As¬ 
suming that this finding is correct, the 
plaintiff has suffered an injury but the 
question remains whether his remedy is 
by way of suit in a civil Court or, as 
was said in ^he ruling to which I have 
already referred, by way of application 
to the revenue Court to correct its own 
mistake. Both the learned Munsif and 
the learned District Judge have taken 
the view that the case stood on an en¬ 
tirely different footing from the moment 
that Daljit Singh applied to the revenue 
Court to separate his share from the 
rest of the mahal by imperfect instead 
of by perfect partition. It certainly 
cannot be denied that, if the proceedings 
had continued on the application for 
perfect partition as originally brought, 
and the Assistant Collector had how¬ 
ever erroneously, taken this plot of land 
and divided it amongst the cosharers in 
patti No. 4, a suit would not have been 
maintainable in the civil Court to dis¬ 
turb that apportionment. I understand the 
District Judge to mean that the sharers 
in the remaining pattis, other than 
pattis Nos, 4 and 5, ceased to have any 
interest in the partition, or to be under 
any obligation to watch the proceedings 
in the Assistant Collector’s Court, from 
the moment that Daljit Singh's appli¬ 
cation was limited to an application for 
imperfect partition. The only reported 
case I can find which lends some sup¬ 
port to the decision of the Courts below 
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is that of Kisliin Prashad v. Kadher 
Mai (3), which ■was a single Judge case. 
So far as I can discover from the re* 
ported oases of this Court it has only 
once been considered by a Bench of this 
Court, and that was in Jagan Nath v. 
Tirbeni Saliai (4). 

It was then distinguished against, 
though not expressly dissented from. 
It seems to me that the plaintiff is not 
entitled, in the present case, to ask the 
Court to treat the Assistant Collector's 
proceedings as a nullity. On Daljit 
Singh’s application for partition the 
Assistant Celleotor had to ascertain what 
lands belonged to pattis Nos. 4 and 5 and 
to apportion them between the recorded 
cosharers of the said pattis. He would 
have to do this equally on an application 
for imperfect partition as on an applica¬ 
tion for perfect partition. It may be 
that the Assistant Collector came to an 
erroneous decision when he included 
this plot. No. 195G, in the area which he 
proceeded to apportion amongst the co¬ 
sharers of patti No. 4. Nevertheless he 
did so, and it seems to be impossible to 
say that ho had no jurisdiction to do so. 
This case is really distinguishable from 
that of Kinhan Prashad v. Kadher Mnl 
(3), because in the present case all the 
coeharers in the shamilat patti, in- 
eluding the proprietors of patti No. 2, 
had notice of the partition proceedings. 
T am not sure that I should myself have 
been disposed to regard this as in itself 
decisive, but it seems to me that T am 
bound to follow the £*enoral principle 
laid down in Lachman Das v. Hajtiiman 
Prasad (2), unless something can bo 
shown to take the oaso before me out- 
siile the operation of that principle. In 
my opinion this appeal must succeed. 
The suit was not cognizable bv reason 
of ths provisions of S. 233 (li), Land 
Bevenno Act, and should have been dis¬ 
missed accordingly. T accept this ap¬ 
peal, and sotting aside the decrees of 
both the Courts below dismiss the plain- 
till s suit with costs throughout. 

AM 71 {. K. Appeal dee reed . 

(;-) [HOOl A. W. N. 11. 

(I) 81 AH. -IWl 1. c. OOli. 
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Lachman Das —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. ' 

Muhammad Yusuf and others —Defen¬ 
dants—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1010 of 1914, Deci¬ 
ded on 11th June 1915, from decree 'of 
Addl. Judge, Farrukhabad. 

Contract Act (9 of 1872), S. 23—Exchange 
of house for exproprietary holding it illegal 
—House cannot be recovered. 

An exchange of a house for the exproprietary 
right of a holding is an illegal transaction and 
the owner of the house is not entitled to mttin-* 
tain a suit for recovery of possession of the 
house. ‘ [P 456 0 U 

Surendro Nath Sen —for Appellant. 

S. M. Sulaiman —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —The facta of the case out 
of which this appeal has arisen appear 
to be as follows : One Ram Ratan Lai 
obtained a decree against the defendants 
and in execution of that decree he at¬ 
tached and sold the house which is in 
dispute in the present suit. It was pur¬ 
chased in the name of Lachman Das, 
who is connected in some way with Ram 
Ratan Lai. It appears that after the 
sale Ram Ratan Lai and the auction- 
purchaser had a considerable amount of 
ditbculty in getting pos'^ession of the 
house from the judgment debtors; Gnally, 
on 22nd September 1905, a nooumont 
was executed by both sides under which 
Ram Ratan Lai and Lachman Das trans¬ 
ferred the ownership of this house to the 
defendants, while the defendants in 
return transferred to them their expro¬ 
prietary rights in a certain holding. This 
holding included a large number of plots 
of land. As far as one can see the parties 
acted up to their word, possession of the 
house was given to the defendants and 
possession of the holding was given to 
Ram Ratan Lai and Lachman Das. Sub. 
sequent to this there was a difference 
about a grove The defendants owned a 
grove and in exewition of a aeoreo the 
whole of the grove was attached, sold 
and purchased by Lachman Das. Under 
the decree however it was only a portion 
of the grove that ought to have been 
sold. The defendants thereupon brought 
a suit to recover possession of the excess 
amount which ought not to have been 
sold. In the course of that suit Lachman 


Das pleaded the exchange of 22nd Sep¬ 
tember 1905. this grove apparently stand¬ 
ing on one of the plots in which the de- 
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fendanfcs had held exproprieftary rights. 
In that case the Court held that the 
transfer was an illegal transfer and was 
not binding on the defendants and the 
defendants got a decree for possession of 
•that portion of the grove. The plaintiff 
Ijaohman Das has now brought the pre¬ 
sent suit for possession of the house. In 
his plaint he said nothing about the deed 
of exchange or anything else. He has 
oome forward as an auction-purchaser 
and says that, though formal possession 
was delivered to him, he has failed to 
obtain actual possession of the property 
sold, and on the basis of his title as 
auction-purchaser he claims possession 
of the house. Both the Courts below 
have held that the plaintiff has no right 
to regain possession of the house. On 
behalf of the plaintiff it is urged before 
me that he is quite willing to be put upon 
terms, that if he can get the house back, 
he would be quite willing to retransfer 
the exproprietary holding. This was 
not what he stated in his plaint. The 
jQuestion is whether he is entitled to get 
jback the house. It is quite clear that if 
jhe bad purchased the exproprietary 
jright, he would not have been entitled 
to recover the money by suit. The dead 
of 22ad September 1905 was practically 
a sale deed, though, instead of cash, pro- 
Iperty was given in exchange for property. 

The fact that the transaction was an 
exchange and not a sale makes little 
difference in the application of the prin¬ 
ciple on which the cases in this Court 
have been decided. The transfer of ex. 
proprietary rights is forbidden bylaw. 
The plaintiff has purchased property the 
sale of which he must have known was 
forbidden by law. The property has 
been handed over since by the vendor 
and he is not entitled to recover back his 
house, much more so in the present case, 
because it will be impossible to re-place 
the opposite party in the same position in 
which he was before the transaction was 
carried out. That was ten years ago. 
T'or ten years they have been out of pos¬ 
session of this exproprietary holding 
and the landlord of the village would 
■probably object to their returning as ex¬ 
proprietary tenants, they having been 
out of possession for so many years. The 
plaintiff has nobody but himself to thank, 
and I cannot see my way to helping him. 
Under the circumstances I hold that ha 
IS legally not entitled to recover posses- 
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sion of the house. The appeal therefore 
fails and is dismissed with costs. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal dismissed. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 455 

Chamier and Piggott, JJ. 

Munni Lai —Appellant. 

V. 

^Respondent. 

- First Appeal No. 61 of 192i, Decided 
on 5th November 1914, from decision 
of District Judge, Benares, D/. 19bh 
March 1914. 

Provincial Insolvency Act (3 of 1907), 
Ss. 11 (d) and 15 —inclusion of bogus debts in 
schedule is alone no ground for dismissal of 
insolvency petition. 

Where an applicant is in fact insolvent, 
his application shouH not be dismissed merely 
because ho mentioos some bogus debts in the 
schedule of liabilities given with the applica¬ 
tion. 

If he has been guilty of any act of bad faith 
in drawing up the schedule he can be suitably 
dealt with at a lator stage by the District Judge 
under the provisions of the Insolvencv Act. 

[P 455 C 2] 

Harnandan Prasad —for Appellant. 

S. N. Sen -for Respondent. 

Order .—This is an appeal by one 
Munni Lai whose application to be ad¬ 
judicated insolvent has been dismissed 
by the learned District Judge of Benares. 
The insolvency ap[)lication showed as¬ 
sets amounting to a little over Rs. 800 
and lia -ilities exceeding Rs. 1,800. The 
principal debt stated was one due to 
the res ondent Rhagwan Das which the 
applicant stated at Rs. 1,300. From 
the evidence on the record it would ap- 
peir that the amount duo to Bhagwan 
Das now exceeds the sum of Rs. 1.500.: 
The application has been dismissed by| 
the District Judge upon a finding thatj 
the other smaller debts shown in the] 
schedule of liabilities were bogus debts; 
pub in for the purpose of swelling thei 
amount of applicant’s nominal liabili 
ties. Seeing that upon the uncontro¬ 
verted facts of the case the applicant 
was hopelessly insolvent in respect of' 
the debt due to Bhagwan Das alone thej 
above does nob seem to be a satisfactory.' 
reason for dismissing his application.! 
If he has been guilty of any act of bad| 
faith in drawing up the wjhe lule of] 
liabilities bo can be suitably dealt with 
at a later stage by the District Judge 
under the provisions of the Insolvency 
Act. We allow this appeal set aside 
the order of the Court below and direct 


f 
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the District Judge to re-admit the ap¬ 
plication and to dispose of it in accord¬ 
ance with law. The appellant will have 
his costs of this appeal. 

V.B./b.k. Order set aside. 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 456 (1) 

Ghamier, J. 

Prag —Applicant. 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Eevision No. 384 of 1915, 
Decided on 18th June 1915, from order 
of Sessions Judge. Allahabad. 

U. P. Excise Act (4 of 1910), Ss. 60 and 70 

I^lice officers being invested with powers 
of Excise Officers under S. 10 can lodge com¬ 
plaints under S. 60. 

Police officers being invested with powers 
under S, 10, U. P. Excise Act, are Excise Offi¬ 
cers and a Magistrate can take cognizance of 
an offence under S. CO, United Provinces Ex¬ 
cise Act, 1910 on the report of a police officer 
in charge of a police station. [P 456 C 1, 2] 

Hamilton —for Applicant. 

Assistant Government Advocate — for 

the Crown. 

Judgment. —The applicant has been 
convicted under S. 60. United Provinces 
Excise Act of 1910 of having cultivated 
hemp plants and also of having sold 
them. He was sentenced by the Magis¬ 
trate to one month's rigorous imprison, 
ment and to a fine of Rs. 100 or in de¬ 
fault to one month's imprisonment more. 
On appeal the Sessions Judge confirmed 
the conviction and the sentence of im¬ 
prisonment but reduced the fine to 
Es. 50. It is contended on behalf of 
the applicant that the Court had no 
jurisdiction to entertain the case. Coun- 
sel referred to S. 70 of the Act. which 
provides inter alia that no Magistrate 
shall take cognizance of an offence 
punishable under S. 60 except on his 
own knowledge or suspicion or on the 
complaint or report of an Excise Officer. 
This case is said to have been started 
on ttie report of an l-^xcise Officer. The 
report in question was made by the 
police officer in charge of the Canton¬ 
ment Police Station. Under S. 3 of the 

Act oxoiso officer” includes any per¬ 
son invested with powers under S. 10 
of the Act. Under Notification No. 576 
[of 13tii July 1910, all police officers 
in charge of stations amongst other per¬ 
sons -wore invested with the powers 
specified in S. 50 of the Act in respect 
of ’olToncos punishable under S. GO, 
■Cls. (I)), (c), (d), (f) and (i). The convic- 
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tion in this case was under Cls. (o) and 
(d).^ It is therefore clear that the 
police officer who made 'the report on 
which the Magistrate took cognizance 
of this case was an Excise Officer within 
the meaning of S. 10. I hold therefore 
that the Magistrate bad jurisdiction to 
take cognizance of the case. On the 
merits I have no doubt that the convic¬ 
tion was right. It was clearly proved 
that the applicant had cultivated, that 
is to sayj had tended and watered at 
least if not sown hemp plants in the 
Maepherson Park, Allahabad, and also 
that he sold some plants to two men 
who were sent into the park by the 
police for the purpose of catching him. 
The applicant has served a considerable 
portion of the sentence of imprisonment 
inflicted on him. I do not think it 
necessary to send him back to prison for 
a few days. I therefore reduce*the sen¬ 
tence of imprisonment to the term al¬ 
ready undergone by him and he need 
not surrender to his bail. In other res¬ 
pects I dismiss the application. The 
sentence of fine and of imprisonment in 
default of payment of fine will stand. 
v.b./r.k. Application dismissed 

A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 456 (2) 

Oh amier and Piggott. JJ. 

Himat Singh and another —Defendants 
—Appellants. 

V. 

Hulas Singl' and o^/^ers—Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1416 of 1913, Deci¬ 
ded on 6th November 1914, from decision 
of Sub-Judge, Budaun. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 22 — 
Nephews, separate, cannot succeed widow if 
her husband died before the Act. 

diol prior to Iho passing of the Agra Ten¬ 
ancy Act (2 of 1901) leaving a widow A’, K auc- 
coedod to the occiipanoy-holding loft by S. K 
died after the passing of the Act. 

Jfehl ; that the plaintifls, who were the 
uopbews of S and were not in joint cultivation 
with him, oould not succeed to the holding 
after the widow’s death. [P 457 C 1] 

P. L. BancrH —for Appellants. 

Oidzari Lal~^iox Respondents. 

Judgment. —Sanwant Singh died be¬ 
fore the passing of the Tenancy Act, 1901, 
leaving a widow Kamla Koer. The widow 
died a short time ago. According to the 
plaintiffs they got possession of the occu- 
pancy-holding and were dispossessed by 
the defendants. This is a suit for re¬ 
covery of possession of the occupancy- 
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holding. Very difi&cult questions have 
been propounded under S. 22, Tenancy 
Act. Iathepresentcase.it is sufficient 
to say that, under no possible construc¬ 
tion of that section, are the plaintiffs 
entitled to this holding. They are 
nephews of Sanwanb Singh. It has been 
found that they were not joint in culti¬ 
vation with Sanwant Singh and are not 
collateral relations of Kamla Koer. In 
any view the decree of the Courts below 
is wrong. We allow this appeal, set 
aside the decree of the Courts below and 
dismiss the plaintiffs’ suit with costs in 
all Courts. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal allowed. 

A. I. R, 1915 Allahabad 457 

Tddball, j. 

Bhole Singh —Applicant. 

V. 

Emperor — Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. No. 459 of 1915, De¬ 
cided on 4th August 1915, from order of 
District Magistrate. Jalaun. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 476—Village 
headman explaining reasons for resignation 
made allegation against police—Magistrate 
recorded statements—Allegations and state¬ 
ments found on inquiry by police to be false 

Held^ allegations in explanation were not 
complaint—Statements also were not in judi¬ 
cial proceedings—No action under S. 476 lay. 

P , a village headman, made a petition to the 
District Magistrate in which he stated that he 
wished to resign his post as headman. On 
enquiry by the District Magistrate as to the 
reason of his resignation he stated that during 
the course of a police investigation in a dacoity 
case, the police were forcing a large number of 
people to pay money to them. The Magistrate 
reduced his statement to writing and sent for 
the persons named by him. The Magistrate 
recorded the statements of all of them on oath 
and sent the casa to the Police Superintendent to 
take action under para. 283 of the Police Regula¬ 
tions. The Superintendent reported that the 
allegations were entirely false. The District 
Magistrate then ordered the prosecution of P 
and other persons whom he had examined on 
cath for giving false evidence. 

Hehl: that the statement made by P to the 
District Magistrate was not a complaint, nor 
the action taken by the Magistrate was in the 
course of a judicial proceediug, iu the course of 
which he was legally empowered to administer 
an oath, and that therefore the Magistrate had 
no power to take action under S. 476, Criminal 
P- 0- [P 453 C 2] 

Peare Lai Banerji —for Applicant. 

a Malcomson —for the Crown. 

Judgment. —The present application 
has arisen from the following facts: One 
Paras Ram, a village headman, on 17th 
February last, filed before the District 
Magistrate a petition in which he stated 


that he wished to resign his post as vil¬ 
lage headman as be was too old and 
unable to do his work. The District 
Magistrate apparently doubted the cor¬ 
rectness of the reason given and ques¬ 
tioned the man. In reply to questions 
put to him, the man stated that the 
police of a certain police station were 
investigating a dacoity case and in the 
course of their investigation they were 
forcing a large number of people to pay 
money to them, that he was afraid of 
getting into trouble through this matter 
and he therefore wished to resign. The 
District Magistrate in his explanation 
states that he treated this as a complaint 
and he thereupon put Paras Ram on oath 
and examined him again. What he 
stated was then reduced to writing. On 
completion of his statement, the Magis¬ 
trate gave a rubkar to a chaprasi of his 
Court, which contained the names of 
12 persons, and in this he directed the 
aforesaid chaprasi to produce the persons 
named therein before him at once. Ap¬ 
parently the chaprasi obeyed orders and 
produced all these persons. These per¬ 
sons are those whose names were men¬ 
tioned by Paras Ram in the course of 
his statement as being connected in some 
way or other with the alleged extortion. 
The District Magistrate then recorded 
the evidence of all these persons on 
oath. 

Having proceeded so far, he then sent 
the papers to the Superintendent of Police 
with directions to him to take action 
under para. 383, of the Police Regulations. 
This paragraph lays down that before a 
Superintendent punishes any police officer 
departmentally or prosecutes him crimi¬ 
nally, he must make an inquiry, reduce 
the substance of the accusation tothe form 
of a charge and record the officer’s ex- 
planation using a certain form. After 
completing these proceedings, if he con¬ 
siders that further steps should be taken, 
he should decide whether the officer 
ought to be criminally prosecuted or 
departmentally punished. If he decides 
to institute a prosecution, he must send 
the papers to the District Magistrate, 
and obtain his concurrence before taking 
further action, whatever the rank of the 
officer accused may be. The Superin¬ 
tendent of Police made an inquiry and 
submitted a report to the District Magis¬ 
trate to the effect that the allegations of 
extortion were entirely false, and sug- 
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Rested that the person who had made 
them, and reported them, should be crimi¬ 
nally prosecuted. Thereupon the District 
Magistrate passed an order purporting 
to be one under S. 476, directing the 
prosecution of the present applicants 
and certain others including Paras Ram, 
the latter to be prosecuted for an offence 
under S, 211, the others to be prosecuted 
for offences under S. 193. I. P. C. 

It is against this action of the District 
Magistrate chat the present revision has 
been presented. It is contended, and I 
must say with considerable force, that 
Paras Ram made no complaint; that be 
did not intend to make any complaint; 
that be called no witnesses and the pro¬ 
ceeding before the District Magistrate 
wts not a judicial proceeding in the 
course of which he was legally empowered 
to administer an oath. The explanation 
of the District Magistrate is that he 
treated what Paras Ram said, as a com¬ 
plaint and that the enquiry that he made 
was under S. 202, Criminal P, G. The 
only unfortunate point in this explana¬ 
tion is that a complaint means an alle¬ 
gation made orally or in writing to a 
Magistrate with a view to his taking 
action under the Code that some person 
has coniroitted an offence. It is not open 
to the District Magistrate to treat this 
petition and statement of Paras Ram as 
a complaint whether Paras Earn liked or 
nol. It may be of course that Paras 
Ram wished bo make a complaint in such 
a form that if subsequently it was found 
to be false, be should bo able to save 
himself from a criminal prosecution. If 
there was evidence in the ease to indicate 
that Paras Ram intended the Magistrate 
to take action under the Code against 
the police officers, I should not hesitate 
for an instant in holding that the Magis- 
trate had power to treat the petition ns 
a complaint and that he was justified in 
sending for the witnesses and examining 
thorn on oath. But an examination of 
the record shows that Paras Ram’s peti¬ 
tion was simply a petition tendering his 
resignation; that oven in his statement 
taken on oath, which statement was 
made in reply to questions put by the 
District Magistrate, he made allegations 
of fact and at the end stated that these 
wor e liis reasons for resigning his post. 

lie iiowlioro asked for the witnesses to 
bo summoned. lie nowhoro asked for an 
inquiry to ho made, and I may add that 


if the Magistrate was knowingly acting 
under S. 202, it is curious that on com¬ 
pletion of his inquiry he should send 
the complaint to the Superintendent of 
Police with a view to the latter officer tak¬ 
ing action under para. 383, of the Police 
Regulations. It is also curious that up 
to the present time the District Magis¬ 
trate has passed no order dismissing the 
complaint. Booking at the circumstances 
of the case, I find it impossible to hold 
that Paras Ram made a complaint to the 
District Magistrate; that'isto say, that 
the allegation was made with a view to 
the Magistrate taking action under the 
Criminal Procedure Code against the 
police officers who were said to have 
committed the extortion. Paras Ram 
may perhaps have given false informa¬ 
tion to the District Magistrate in reply 
to his questions. The point which I have 
to decide is whether or not there was 
a complaint, within the true meaning 
of the word, before the District Magis¬ 
trate. In my opinion there was no such 
complaint. The action of the Magistrate 
was nob action taken under S 202 of the 
Code. It was apparently executive ac¬ 
tion in the form of a departmental in¬ 
quiry which was continued by the further 
inquiry made under para. 333, of the Police 
Regulations. There was no judicial pro¬ 
ceedings before the District Magistrate 
and therefore he had no power to take 
action under S. 476, and the present 
applicant is one of those whose prose¬ 
cution for perjury has been directed, 
and it cannot bo said that he committed 
perjury in the course of a departmental 
inquiry. No oath ought to have been 
administered to him at all I would 
point out that throughout the inquiry 
made by the District Magistrate, he no¬ 
where mentioned that he was taking 
action under any specific section. If, as 
the District Magistrate says, the un¬ 
fortunate police officers will not haVe an 
opportunity of clearing their character, 
they will have only the District Magis¬ 
trate to blame for their unfortunate 
position, though perhaps it is still open 
to the District Magistrate to prosecute 
Paras Ram for giving false information. 
I allow the application, set aside the 
order of the District Magistrate and 
quash the proceedings. 

Y.B./h.K. 


Appeal allowed. 
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A. I. R. 1915 Allahabad 459 (1) 

Tctdball, J. 

Budki Mai and another —Plaintiffs — 
Appellants. 

V. 

Bhaii and ot/iers-Defendants—Res¬ 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 949 of 1914, De- 
eided on 9th June 1915, from decree of 
Addl. Judge, Meerut. 

Landlord and Tenant—Ezproprietary ten*- 
ancy—Appurtenance — Meaning of appurte* 
nance explained—House before acquisition of 
tenancy is not appurtenance—Its mortgage is 
valid—Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), Ss. 20 
and 31. 

An appurtenance is something belonging to 
another thing as principal and passing a? an 
incident to it. It is an appendage, an adjunct, 
an accessory, or something annexed to another 
thing more worthy. 

Where a bouse was in occupation of a person 
long before he became an expropriotary tenant 
or acquired an occupancy tenancy in the village 
in which the house was situate, it is not an ap* 
purtenance to either of the holdings and its 
mortgage is not illegal. [P 453 G 2] 

Iqbal Ahmad—ioT Appellants 

Shamnath Mushran^iov Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit for sale on the basis of a simple 
mortgage deed dated 8th January 1902. 
The mortgagor was one Ismail and the 
mortgaged property is a house which he. 
longed him. Ismail was admittedly once 
a zamindar of the village when he built 
this house and lived in' it. He subse- 
quently lost his propvietiry rights and 
became exproprietary tenant of his sir 
lands, and his successors also admittedly 
acquired occupancy rights in certain 
other land. The Court of first instance 
decreed the suit. The lower appellate 
Court has dismissed the suit on two 
grounds: the first was that the mortgage 
was illegal and contrary to law and 
therefore not binding on the mortgagor, 
and, secondly, on the ground that under 
S, 60, Cls. (a) and (o). Civil P. G., the 
liouse cannot be sold. The second ground 
is clearly met by the decision of this 
Court in Bhola Nath v. Kishori (l). This 
'is not a case of attachment and sale. It 
49 a question of a decree for sale under a 
mortgage. In regard to the other ground, 
the learned District Judge has held that 
because Ismail lived in this house, this 
house was an appurtenance to bis ex- 
proprietarv holding and to his occupancy 
holding, and that as under the Teuancy 
Act an exproprietary or an occupancy 

'(1; [1911] 34 All. 25-11 I. 0. 646 (PTbJ 


holding cannot be mortgaged, therefore 
the mortgage of this house was contrary 
to law and illegal. In the first place the 
facts of this case seem to me to show 
clearly that this house cannot in any way 
be deemed bo bo an appurtenance to either 
of the two holdings in question. It came 
into existence long before either of these 
two occupancy holdings were acquired. 
The house was never allotted to Ismail 
by any landlord or any other person at 
the time at which bis cultivatory holding 
was allotted to him, nor with the inten¬ 
tion that he should reside therein so as 
to enable him to carry on his occupation 
as a cultivator. An “appurtenance” in 
common parlance and legal acceptation 
is something belonging to another thing 
as principal and passing as an inoidenb 
to it. It is an appendage, an 'adjunct, 
an accessory or something annexed to 
another thing more worthy. I quote this' 
from Webster’s International Dictionary. 
In my opinion, in the circumstances of 
the present case, it is impossible to say 
that Ismail’s house was an appurtenance 
to either of his holdings and that there¬ 
fore the mortgage of this house is con- 
tary to law. If a mortgagor, such as the 
present defendant, seek to go behind his 
solemn word and promise, and to prove 
that the act done was illegal or contrary 
to law and therefore nob binding upon 
him. it is for him to prove the facts 
clearly and beyond doubt. Merely to 
prove that Ismail lived in this house, and 
that he was a cultivator, is insufficient to 
prove that the house was an appurten¬ 
ance to the holding and therefore could 
not be mortgaged by him. In iny opinion 
the decision of the Court below is con¬ 
trary to law and certainly leads to in¬ 
justice. I allow the appeal, set aside the 
decree of the lower appellate Court and 
restore that of the Court of first instance 
with costs in all Courts. 

v.b./r.K. A 2 )peal allowed. 
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Knox, J. 

Gurprasad Singh and —Plain- 

tiffs—Appellants. 

V, 

Bam Samajh Sing'i and others —Defen¬ 
dants—Respondents. 

Second Appeal No. 1599 of 1914, De. 
oided on 28th July 1915, from decree of 
Addl. Sub-Judge. Gorakhpur. 
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Limitation Act (9 of 1908), S. 5—S. 5 
Should be liberally construed where negli¬ 
gence, inaction or mala fides is not imputed. 

The words “sufficient cause” in S. 5, Lim- 
Act should receive a liberal construction so 
as to advance substantial justice where no neg¬ 
ligence, inaction or want of bona fides is impu¬ 
table to the appellant [P 450 C 9] 

Where a memorandum of appeal was accom¬ 
panied not by a copy of the decree appealed 
against but by a copy of a decree in a connected 
case and where the whole procedure in the case, 
so far as the appellant was concerned, was slack 
to the utmost extent: 

Held', that there was not sufficient cause for 
not presenting the appeal within the period of 
Jiraitation and that therefore S. 5, Limitation 
Act. did not apply. [P 400 C 1] 

Narmadeshtvar Prasad Ujyadhia or Sii^ 
rendra Nath Seyi '-iox Appellants. 

Jang Bahadur Bal — for Respondents. 

Judgment. A copy of the decree ap¬ 
pealed against has now been put upon 
the record. It was filed before this Court 
on 30th July 1915. and I understand that 
when it was filed there was no explana¬ 
tion supported by an affidavit or other¬ 
wise as to the reason why it was filed so 
long after the tirae granted in the Limi¬ 
tation Act. The ordinary time for the 
filing of this appeal expired a few days 
after 1st November 1914. As I have 
shown in my order of 28bh July 1915. the 
memorandum of appeal was not accom¬ 
panied by a copy of the decree appealed 
against. It was accompanied by the 
copy of a decree passed in a case with 
which apparently it was intimately con¬ 
nected. and the fact that the decree, 
with one exception to which I shall pre¬ 
sently refer, was the same as the decree 
which was passed in this ease allows the 
inference that though there must have 
been neigligence on the part of those 
who filed the memorandum of appeal, 
yet that negligence was one which might 
easily have occurred. But when one 
turns to the final words of the decree it 
will ho found that the decree in the pre¬ 
sent case, namely No. G5/78. dilTors *toto 
caelo from the decree whioh was passed 
in Case No. 78/65. Whoever is respon¬ 
sible for the preparation of the papers 
constituting the memorandum of appeal 
jmust have done so in such a perfunctory 
manner that the Court is unable to hold 
tiiat the api>elhinfs had suffioiont cause 
for not jn-osonfing tiio appeal ^Yitllin the 
.poiiod of limitation prescrilied tliorefor. 
This view of tlio case is strengthened 
when it api.oars that on 3rd Novomher 
1911 the a]>polIants apidiod to the Court 
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below for a copy of the decree and the 
copy of the decree was given on the same 
day. Even if the mistake had not been 
noticed before, it is difficult to under¬ 
stand how it was that when this copy 
was procured the mistake was not dis¬ 
covered. The learned vakil for the res¬ 
pondents, in support of his preliminary 
objection, refers me to the case of G^ilah 
Devi V. ShsLulcer Lal (l). in which an ap¬ 
peal was admitted by a District Judge 
acting on a mistaken report of his office. 
The learned Judges in connexion with 
this observe that the Judge did not 
admit the appeal under S. 6, Lim. 
Act 1877, and could not have done so, 
as there were no materials before hin> 
by which the appellant could have satis¬ 
fied him that the appellant had sufficient 
cause for not presenting the appeal with¬ 
in the period of limitation. While it is 
true that the words "sufficient cause"; 
in S. 5, Lim. Act, should receive libe-l 
ral construction so as to advance sub-' 
stantial justice when no negligence or' 
inaction or want of bona fides in imput-j 
able to the appellant; see Bakhal C/»an-' 
dra Ghosey.Ashutosh Ohosh (2) I findi 
it quite impossible in the present case to 
hold that there has been no negligence, 
nor inaction, nor want of bona fides on 
the part of the appellants. The whole 
procedure in the case, so far as the ap¬ 
pellants are concerned was slack to the 
utmost extent. They now propose to file 
an affidavit. If I give them permission 
to do that I should be encouraging slack¬ 
ness. The preliminary objection must 
be allowed, and is allowed. This appeal 
is dismissed with costs. 


v.b./r.k. 


Appeal dism issed . 


(1) [1892] A. \Y. N, 47. 
(3) [1918] 19 I. C. 931, 
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ClI AMIER .\ND PiGGOTT, JJ. 

Bam Lal and —Defendants — 

Appellants. 

V. 

Tirheni Sahai and another—PWiuti&s 
—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 83 of 1914. Decided 
on 23rd November 1914, from order of 
Addl. Dist. Judge, Gorakhpur, D/- 13tb 
February 1914. 

Civil P.' C. (5 of 1908), O. 41. Br. 23 and 25 
Appellate Court not reversing finding but 
thinking that finding can be arrived at on 




Allahabad 461 


Ram Lal v. Tirbeni Sahai 


1915 

different issue should follow R. 25 and not 

R. 23. 

Where an appellate Court does not definitely 
reverse the finding of the first Court that the 
suit was barred by limitation, but is of ooinion 
that in the event of a finding that a certain 
person was not in possession on a particular 
date, the suit was still liable to be dismissed on 
the ground of limitation, the proper procedure 
for the appellate Court to adopc is to proceed 
under 0. 41, R. 25, and not under 0. 41, R. 23. 

[P 461 C 2] 

Jang Bahadur Lal —for Appellants* 

Parvieshiuar Daijal for Iswar Saraii— 
for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This was a suit in which 
the plaintiffs claimed possession of cer¬ 
tain property, alleging that it had be¬ 
longed to one Gopal Baksh, who mort¬ 
gaged it with possession in the year 
1896; that the plaintifls had redeemed 
that mortgage and had entered into 4 jos- 
session, bub had been dispossessed by the 
defendants. There were a number of de¬ 
fences raised, including a denial that 
Gopal Baksh bad any title to the pro¬ 
perty in suit in the year 1896. The first 
Court framed four issues. We are at 
present concerned with the first of them. 
One of the pleas in defence was to the 
effect that the defendants had been in 
adverse possession for more than 12 
-years prior to the insbibubion of the suit. 
The^ learned Subordinate Judge framed 
an issue on this point and proceeded to 
discuss the evidence. The parties were 
at issue on a question of fact, as bo whe¬ 
ther the plaintiff had or had not obtained 
possession after the data of the alleged 
redemption of the mortgage ot 189G. On 
this point the first Court found against 
the plaintiffs and held that the defendant 
had in fact been in possession for more 

than 12 years prior to the institution of 
the suit. 

The learned Subordinate .Judge ex¬ 
pressly declined bo go into the question 
whether Gopal Baksh was in possession 
in the year 1896, that is to say, at the 
date of his mortgage. On appeal the 
learned Subordinate Judge differed from 
the view of law taken by the first Court. 
He remarked that, if Gopal Baksh was in 
fact in possession at the date of his mort¬ 
gage, time would not begin to run against 
him, or any parson claiming through him, 
merely because of the fact that the mort.! 
gagees whom he had pat in possession 
might have been dispossessed by a tres¬ 
passer. He therefore oarna to the conclu¬ 
sion that the first Court’s finding on the 


question of limitation could nob be main¬ 
tained on the ground on which it pro¬ 
ceeded, and the question whether Gopal 
Baksh was or was not in possession in 
1896 at the date of the mortgage was one 
which required to be determined before 
the issue as bo limitation was decided. 
Having come to this conclusion, the 
lower appellate Court did nob proceed to 
examine the evidence itself, as it might 
well have done, and come bo a finding 
with regard to Gopal Baksb's possession. 
The lower appellate Court should have 
either affirmed or definitely reversed the 
finding of the first Court on the issue of 
limitation. As a matter of fact the 
learned Additional Judge, purporting to 
act under O. 41, R. 23, has remanded the 
case to the Court of first instance for 
trial on the merits. This procedure was 
nob justified by O. 41, R. 23, for the 
lower appellate Court has not definitely, 
reversed the finding of the first Court 
that the suit was barred by limitation. 

On the contrary the learned Additional 
Judge was clearly of opinion that in thel 
event of a finding that Gopal Baksh was, 
not in possession in 1896, the suit was: 
still liable to be dismissed on the ground' 
of limitation. Under the oircumstancos 
we are of opinion that if the lower ap. 
pellate Court was nob prepared to cornel 
to a finding itself on the question ol 
Gopal Baksh’s possession at the date of 
the mortgage, it should have exercised its' 
powers under O. 41, R. 2-3. to remit an; 
issue. This might have been done with a' 

further direction that findings should also 

be recorded on the remaining issues in the 
case, in the event of the Court’s find¬ 
ing in favour of Gopal Baksb’s posses¬ 
sion. In taking this view we are fully 
supported by the procedure set by a 
Bench of this Court in TIabib-uHak Khcot 
V, Lalta Prasad (l). We set aside fcho 
order of remand under appeal. We send 
the record back to the Court of the Addi¬ 
tional Judge and direct him to re-admit 
the appeal to his file of pending cases 
and to dispose of it according to law with 
due regard to the ramarhs made above. 
Costs here and hitherto will abide tho 
result. 

V.B./r.K Order set aside. 

Tiy"[l912]”3l VuirOl'^^T?” l7c. 04. 
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Richards, 0. J. 

Kalka Prasad —Appellant. 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Appeal No. 635 of 1915, Deci¬ 
ded on 23rd September 1915, from order 
of Sess. Judge, Banda. 

Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), Ss. 222 (2) and 
233—Joint charge of breach of trust and 
falsification of accounts is illegal— Penal 
Code (45 of 1860), Ss. 409 and 477-A. 

Tho charge against the accused was that be, 
being the tahvildar, embezzled a certain sum of 
money and further that he omitted to enter 120 
arzrisals with intent to defraud, and wrote on 
three of such arzrisals false numbers with like 
intent. Ho was tried at one trial for all these 
counts and convicted under Ss. 400 and 477-A. 
I. P. 0. 

lleld : that there was misjonder of tho various 
charges amounting to an illegality which vitia¬ 
ted tho trial. [1> 462 C 2] 

Peary Lai Banerji and K. N. Layhate 
—for Appellant. 

Lain Mohan Banerjee —for tho Crown. 

Judgment. —KalUa Prasad was charged 
with olTences under Ss. 409 and 477-A, 
L P. C. He w’as sentenced to seven 
years’ rigorous imprisonment under S. 409 
and to three years’ rigorous imprison¬ 
ment under S. 477-A together with a fine 
of Rs. 4,000, the sentences to run con- 
currently. Kalka Prasad has appealed 
and it has been argued on his behalf that 
there was a misjoinder of charges, con¬ 
travening the provisions of S. 233, Cri¬ 
minal P. C., which provides tliat (save as 
therein mentioned) there shall bo a sepa. 
rate charge for evory ollonoe and that 
every suoh charge should be tried sepa¬ 
rately. The charge in tho Court below 
against the accused was tliat he being 
tho Tahvildar, embezzled a sum of Rupees 
3,991-7-LI and further that ho omitted 
to enter arzrisals Nos. 1-120 with intent 
to defraud, and wrote on three of suoh 
arzrisals falso numbers with like intent. 
Tho allegation is that it was his duty 
whon receiving money, to take a form of 
tender from the porsou paying him the 
money. I’lus document is called an 
arzriaal. Ho lias to enter in his hook the 
partioulars contained in tho arzrisal. It 
is alleged that in order to covor his 
defalcations lio omitted to make those 
entries in respect of arzrisals Nos. 1-120, 
and that with liko intent, he pub false 
numbers on throe of tlioso doouments. It 
is contended on behalf of tho acousod 


1915 

that while having regard to the pro¬ 
visions of S. 222, 01. 2, Criminal P. O., 
it is allowable in the charge to state the 
gross sum which has been misappro¬ 
priated, there is no similar provision 
which permits more than three charges 
under S, 477-A to be joined together. It 
is contended that the accused (if the 
allegations of the prosecution are true) 
committed a separate offence every time 
he omitted to enter the particulars of 
each one of the arzrisals in his book. It 
is further contended that the joinder of 
the count for misappropriation with the 
count for falsification is contrary to law 
inasmuch as the charge or charges under 
S. 477-A are connected with alleged de-^ 
faloations more extensive than the obarge^ 
under S. 409. Reliance is placed upon 
th#recent ruling of their Lordships of 
the Privy Council, in which it was held 
that the joinder of charges in contraven¬ 
tion of the provisions of S. 233 is some¬ 
thing more than an irregularity and 
vitiates the trial. I thiuk the contention 
has force. 

Supposing in the present case there 
had only been charges under S. 477-A, 
it seems to me that there would have 
boon a misjoinder of cliarges. The omis¬ 
sion to enter the partioulars of the 
arzrisals in tho book of tho accused, was 
for the purpose of concealing tho alleged 
misappropriation of a distinct sum in 
each case. As the law stands only three 
suoh offences can be j^ ined and tried at 
the same trial. In this respect charges 
under S. 477-A, differ from charges 
under S. 409. I do not think that 
S. 235 applies. Tho case was not that 
of making a number of false entries in 
various books, etc., to ooucoal one mis¬ 
appropriation. No doubt there was a 
similarity in ‘the acts alleged to have 
been committed by the accused, and it is 
alleged that the transactions all took! 
place within three days. Nevertheless 
it seems to me that if the accused did 
what he was charged with, he committed 
a separate offence on each oooasion for 
which he was liable to a separate oon*j 
viction and sentence. Notwithstanding! 
that I consider that the accused was inj 
no way prejudiced by the way in which, 
tho charges were framed, nevertheless,! 
there was in my opinion an illegality 
wliioh vitiates the trial. I accordingly 
allow tho appeal, set aside the conviction 
and sentence and direct that there be a 
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new trial after charges have been framed 
according to law. 

Y.B./r.K. Retrial ordered. 
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Chamier, J. 

Abdul Qayum —Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. 

IPida Hussain —Defendant—■ Kespon- 
dent. 

Second Appeal No. 1214 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on Isfc July 1915, from decree of 
Addl. Sub-Judge, Bareilly. 

(a) Evidence Act (1 of 1892), S. 115—Ob¬ 
jection to jurisdiction of Revenue Courts 
estops objector in raising same objection in 
civil Court—Practice, Inconsistent plea. 

Where in a fluib brought in a Revenue Court 
the defendant pleads that the suit is nob cog¬ 
nizable by the Revenue Court, he is precli^ed 
from raising a similar plea in the civil Court 
when the suit is biought in that Couit. 

MV . ^ IP463C2J 

(b) Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 58— 

Ejectment suit against tenant from pasture 
land is cognizable by civil Court. 

A suit for the ejectment of a tenunt from 
pasture land is cognizable by a civil Court. 

[P 463 C 2] 

Gohul Prasad —for Appellant. 

Gulzari Lai —for Respondent. 

Judgment. The appellant sued in a 
revenue Court for the ejectment of the 
respondent from plots Nos. 659 and 661. 
The Assistfint Collector decreed the claim 
as regards No. 661, but dismissed it as 
regards No. 659 on the ground that the 
respondent had acquired a right of oc- 
cupancy therein. The appellant ap¬ 
pealed to the Commissioner who, after 
holding that the land had been origi¬ 
nally let at a light rent for pasturage, 
and had only recently been cultivated by 
the respondent, ruled that the suit did 
not lie in a Revenue Court for the eject¬ 
ment of a tenant from such land, and 
that the appellant’s proper course was 
to give the respondent notice to quit, 
and if he did not comply with it, to sue 
him in the civil Court. The appellant 
then brought in the Court of a* Munsif 
the suit out of which this appeal has 
arisen. The Munsif dismissed it on a 
ground which I am unable to understand. 
His decision was confirmed by tbe Ad¬ 
ditional Subordinate Judge of Bareilly 
who appears to have been of opinion that 
whether the land was originally let for 
pasturage or not it is now, and was, 
at the date of the institution of this suit, - 
being cultivated by the respondent, and 


is therefore a holding within the mean¬ 
ing of the Tenancy Act from which tho 
respondent must be ejected, if at all, by 
suit in the Revenue Court. It might 
perhaps be sufficient to say that, as it 
was on the respondent’s own plea that 
the Commissioner held that the suit 
could not be maintained in the Revenue 
Court, the respondent cannot say that 
the suit is not maintainable in the civil 
Court. But apart from that I am of 

opinion that this appeal should be al¬ 
lowed. 

In this plaint the appellant stated 
that the land was originally let for 
pasturage, that the respondent did not 
attempt to plough it up till after the 
settlement of issues in tbe previous case, 
when the appellant pleaded that a right 
of occupancy could not be acquired°in 
pasture laud and that in that suit the 
respondent himself admitted that he had 
ploughed up the land after the issues- 
had been settled. The respondent in 
his written statement did not even eva¬ 
sively deny the appellant’s allegations. 
All that he said was that the laud was 
under cultivation. Under these circum¬ 
stances tbe allegations of the appellant 
must be tahen to have been admitted: 
see O. 8, R. 5: 

The respondent does not dispute the 
correctness of my decision in Hohih Ali 
v. Suiat Singh (l), that a suit for the! 
ejectment of a tenant from pasture laud! 
is cognizable by a civil Court. That de-| 
cision is in accordance viith several 
decisions of the Board of Revenue of 
which it is sufficient to mention that of 
Choivdhury Alahoyned MaJnnud Khan 
V. Ganga Bam {2). In the last resort 
the respondent contends that as the land 
has been under cultivation for some 
years it must bo taken that the appel. 
lant has consented thereto, and the land 
has now become a holding within the 
meaning of the Act, whether it was so 
or not before. It is sufficient to say that 
the appellant has for some years been 
trying to eject the respondent from the 
land, and even if it could be shown that 
he had accepted rent from the respon¬ 
dent since the land was brought under 
cultivation, I should hold that the ap 
pellant^ was still entitled to contend 

that It IS not a holding witiiin the mean 
i Dg of the Act. _ 

(1) [1912] 15 I. G. 743~ 

(2) Selected Decisions No. 0 of iQiO. 
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Fcr the above reasons I allow this 
appeal, set aside the deorees of the 
Courts below and decree the appellant’s 
claim with costs in all three Courts. 

v.b./r.K. Appeal allowed, 
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Richards, C. J. 

2>Iiharhan Singh —Applicant. 

V. 

Emperor —Opposite Party, 

Criminal Revn. No. 635 of 1915, De- 
cided on 6th September 1915, from order 

of Diet. Magistrate, Etah. 

(a) Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 110—Za* 
mindar not to be bound over merely for not 
opposing dacoits—Respectable witnesses not 
to be disbelieved on ground of influence of 
accused zamindar. 

A zamiudar of a village canuot be bonud over 
under 110, Criminal P. C. merely because he 
did not actively oppose a gang of dacoits. 

Where a zamindar, who is also amonev'lendor 
is prosecuted under S. 110 and in defence ho 
produces a number of respectable witnesses be¬ 
sides his castomcn and tenants, it is not proper 
for the Magistrate to disbelieve all the wit¬ 
nesses so produced merely on the ground that 
the accused could by the influence of his posi¬ 
tion iu life produce any number of them. 

[P 404 C 2] 

(b) Criminal P. C. (5 of 1898), S. 110—No 
appeal lies to H’sh Court—High Court can 
see if the lower Court has dealt fairly. 

A High Court is not a Court of appeal in cases 
under S. 110 and the responsibility ofalmin- 
istoring that section does net rest with it. It 
is nevertheless a section whieli ^^agistrates 
ought to adiniuistor with the ino^t serupulous 
care, both a'< the Court of first inslauoo anil the 
appellate Court. A High Court ought not to 
talco upon itself to weigh the evidence given on 
behalf of one side or llie other. It ought only 
to SCO wholhor the Court below h\s approached 
the consideritiou of the appoil in a fair way 
having rcgird to the interest not only cf tlio 
prosecution but also of the accused. [P C 1] 

IK. WaIhu'.Ji —for .\p[dioant. 

Ji. Mdleonu'ion —for tho Crown. 

Judgment.— Tliis is an applioation in 
revision against an order of tho District 
.Miigistrato of Etah, dismissing an appeal 
of Miliarban Singli against an order of a 
Magistrate of the first Class, directing 
him to give security to ho of good be¬ 
haviour under S. 110. Criiniiul T. C. 
.\pplicant is a zamindar and luoney- 
londor. It appears that a band of very 
dosiierale daccits had, as their rondoz- 
vous, a place on tho banks of tho Kali 
Nadi on the boundaries of 1-ltah and 
.Main [Uiri. gist of tho evidence of 

the police and unolVicial witnesses against 
the applicant was tliat ho harboured 
this hand of dacoits. It would rather 
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seem as if it was intended at one time 
actually to charge the applicant as being 
a member of the gang; presumably be¬ 
cause the necessary evidence was not 
forthcoming no substantive proceedings 
ware taken against him. S. 110, Crimi¬ 
nal P C., defines the class of persons 
against whom an order for security may 
be made: 

(a) A man who is by habit a robber, 
house-breaker, or thief, or (b) is by habit 
a receiver of stolen property knowing 
the same to have been stolen, or (c) ha¬ 
bitually protects or harbours thieves, 
or aids in the oonoealment or disposal 
of stolen property, or (d) habitually com- 
mits mischief, extortion or cheating or 
counterfeiting coin, currency notes or 
stamps, or attempts so to do, or (e) habi- 
tually commits or attempts to commit, 
or abets the commission of offences invol¬ 
ving a breach of the peace, or (f) is so 
desperate or dangerous as to render his 
being at large without security hazar¬ 
dous to the community. 

There is not a particle of evidence that 
the applicant comes under any part of 
this section except a portion of (o), 
namely, that he habitually protects or 
harbours thieves. There is not even any 
allegation that bo was in the habit of 
concealing or disposing of stolen pro¬ 
perty. The evidence, such as it is. is con¬ 
fined to his alleged association with a 
particular gang which had made, as I 
said before, its rendezvous in ithe’neigh¬ 
bourhood of his village. It must be] 
borne in mind that neither tho applicant' 
nor any of liis villagers could be boundj 
over under this section merely beoausei 
they did not actively oppose the dacoits.; 
It would be very well if zamindara and 
others recognised their duty and had the| 
courage to give assistance to the police 
when gangs of dacoits settled in their' 
neighbourhood, but their omission to do 
so does not render them liable under- 
S. no. There is no evidence that the; 
applicant was in tlia “habit" of harbour¬ 
ing or protecting thieves. There is a 
good deal of evidence from which, if uu- 
rebutted, it might well be inferred that 
ho assisto 1 tho gang in nuostion. The 
prosecution examined a number of wit¬ 
nesses who said that the accused har- 
hourel those partioular dacoits. One 
witness said that he had seen them at 
the house of the applicant, and one wit- 
ness said that ho had fed them. One of 
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the prosecution witnesses, namely, Tham- 
man Singh, while deposing against the 
accused, said that he had heard that he 
was a man of good character. No wit¬ 
ness was produced on behalf of the pro- 
secuuion from the accused’s own village. 
The accused produced 46 witnesses, most 
of them from his own village including 
the headman and patwari and the head¬ 
man of a neighbouring village. 

This Court is rmt a Court of appeal 
in cases under S. 110 and the responsi¬ 
bility of administering that section does 
not rest with the High Court. It is 
nevertheless a section which Magistrates 
ought to administer with the most scru¬ 
pulous care, both the Court of first in- 
(Stance and the appellate Court. Magis- 
jtrates ought always to bear in mind that 
ithe indirect results of binding a man 
’Over under S. 110 may be very terrible 
|and that there is always the possibi- 
jliby of the section being abused. In the 
jpresent appeal I do not think that I 
ought to take upon myself to weigh the 
evidence given on behalf of one side or 
the other. I ought only to see whether 
the Court below has approached tbo con¬ 
sideration of the appeal in a fair way 
having regard to the interest not only 
jof the prosecution, but also of the appli- 
,cant. The learned District Magistrate 
has discarded the evidence of all the 
witnesses produced by the accused who 
were his tenants or his fellow-castemen. 
It may perhaps be urgea cnat when the 
question at issue is the good or bad cha- 
raotor of an individual, the evidence of 
his fellow castemen ought not to be dis¬ 
carded solely on the ground that the 
witnesses are his fellow-castemen. The 
learned District Magistrate proceeds: 

“There still remains a large number of others 
against whom no allegation can be made. The 
easy course in such c.isos is simplv to si-y that 
there is no reason to distrust them and that 
they must therefore be believed. I do not 
however think it is right to do bo. The evi¬ 
dence for the prosecution has raised a very 
strong prima facie case against the appelUnt 
and he has to rebut it. A.s the Deputy Magis¬ 
trate observes: 

Tt is never a matter of difficulty for a min 
v.’ho has the influence of a gang of dicoits at 
bis b.ick, and is at the same time a /ainiudar 
and money-lender, to produce is much ovideuco 
as he wants and the pro’daction of 40 witnesses 
by the appellant doOs not therefore mean that 
he is of good character. The forces cf evil are 
by no means to be ignored, ii they were, we 
should not be troubled with an cntbreal: of 
crime like dacoity.” Appellant has, I think, 
inide full use of his influence to bring up evi- 
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deuce, and has had the help of hi.s pc.sitloii and 
also lie doubt of the aforcmenii'.uod .Misvl Lai 
who^e election lo the post of lambardar he was 
iustciinieDta) in s-eouring. Thi-- influence lias 
probvbJy prevented tlfo prodiict'km of purely 
local evidence, the .=.b='cncc of which i.s one of 
the ]*oint3 in.ido by the ippeiLint.” 

It seems to me that this was not a 
fair way of dealing with the evidence of 
witnesses whom no reason could be given 
for disb 0 lie\iiig. The only reason sug¬ 
gested by the learned District Magistrate 
is tiiat theapplicant had a gang of dacoifcs 
at his back. It seems to me that this 
meaus that he disbelieved the evidence 
adduced by the accused because he was 
guilty. In other words he convicted the 
man first. The learned Magistrate said 
that the accused ho.d to foluit “the strong 
priina facie case made against him.’’ 
How could ho rebut the case otherwise 
than by producing a largo number of 
witnesse.s ‘ against whom no allegation 
could 1)0 made. ’ The learned District 
Magistrate lias, in my opinion, given no 
legitimate reason for disbelieving the 
evidence of a large number of persons 
who deposed to the good character of the 
ai>plicant, persons residing in hi^ o.vn 
village and in the immediate neighbour¬ 
hood. I cannot help feeling that, whore 
a per.sou i.s of a notoriously i)ad cha¬ 
racter, he will as a general rnl^ find 
difficult V in producing respectable honest 
persons tofiepose to his good character. 
It may possibly be that ti)a applicant in 
the present case and all his fellow-vil¬ 
lagers are little better than tiie g:ng of 
dacoits who made tlie neighbourhood 
their meeting place, but this wis not the 
case made either by the police or by anv 
of the witnesses for t-he prosecution and 
it is not the leason which the learned 
District .Magistrate gives for disbclievingj 
a large number cf witnesses jiroducod by 
the applicant and who were not shown 
to bo in any way under bis iniluence 
either as tenants or even as fellow-casto- 
men. In my opiidon the leirnel Dis- 
trict Magi'trafo did not a[ipro;ich the 
consideration of the ap[!6al from a proper 
point of view.and on this account I think 
the order ought to be sot aside, t 
cordingly aUcw the application, -.et .addo 
th-.’ order of hofn the Courts below 
diiccu li)e bail bond, to be cancelled. 




- ^icutlon '^Vcr.ved, 
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Richards, C. J. and Banerji, J. 

Badri PrasafZ—Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. 

'I'hahurcf in Gambhir ICunwar and 
another— Defendants—Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 64 of 1913, Decided 
on 13th November 1914, from decision 
Sub-Judge, Mainpuri, D/- 7th October 
1912. 

(a) Evidence Act {1 of 1872), Ss. 68 and 71 
—^Proof of document—OnJy living attesting 
witness denying execution—Other evidence 
is admissible. 

Where the only living attesting witnese of a 
document was illiterate and on being examined 
deuied its execution : 

llcUl : that the document could be proved bv 
other evidence. [p 467 C 2] 

(b) Pardanashin Lady—Dealings must be 
understood by them—Consideration must be 
proved. 

In case cf dealings with pardanashin ladies 
it is very important to see that such ladies 
understand what they are doing. It ie also 
most important to see whether there was real 
cosnidoration. It is necessary that a ladv should 
have actually signed a bond with her own hand. 
If she was illiterate she could not sign it. It is 
sufficient to find that the bond was executed in 
her name by some one whom she permitted to 
do so. [P 467 c 1] 

Sunder Lai and S. N. Sen —for Appel¬ 
lant. * 

Sali u'uey —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought for foroolosuro of a moit- 
gago by way of conditional sale. The 
sum alleged to bo due on foot of the 
mortgage is Rs. 12,557 and the mortgage 
is dated 7th January 1896. The princi¬ 
pal defendant was one Thakurain Gain- 
bliir Jxunwar, the alleged mortgagor. 
The other dofondanis wore the represen¬ 
tatives of a person \vlio was alleged 
to he a ]u-ior mortgagee of the said pro- 
porty. The principal defendant pleaded 
that she did not execute the document 
sued on. that she received no considera¬ 
tion. that she was a pardansashin lady 
and that if any <locument had been exe¬ 
cuted on her behalf, she was not bound 
by it. Tlio other defendants did not 
appear. The Court below has dismissed 
the I'laintilt s suit. Hence tlio present 
ai)iioal. 


The alleged mortgage will he foui 
printed at p. 26 of the appellant’s hoc 

It commences by a recital of the owne 

sliip of Mt. Oaini)hir ixunwar, and stat 
that the property was alredv mort'euv^ 

to one (Janpat (iopal to secure a siun 

Rs. l.oQO with interest at lit anm 


per cent per mensem and that it would be 
desirable to pay off that debt as the.rate 
of interest was high. It further recites 
that Government revenue and irrigation 
charges were due. The property then 
purports to have been hypothecated to 
secure Rs. 3,625. Rs. 3,000 were left in 
the hands of the mortgagee for payment 
of the debt due to Ganpat Gopal, Rupees 
580 were left to pay the revenue and 
irrigation charges, Rs. 45 was taken in 
cash to pay the expenses of the mort¬ 
gage and the stamp paper, fee, etc. Six 
names appeoit as marginal witnesses. 
There is an endorsement on the document 
which shows that it was presented for 
registration on 8th January 1896 but 
stating that the document had not been 
signed by the Musammat. The Sub- 
Registrar himself evidently went to the 
house of the mortgagor, for there is a 
further endorsement dated 8th January 
1896, from which it appears that he had 
gone to the house but there being no 
identifying witnesses, he could not re¬ 
gister the document and returned it to 
the plaintiff. A third endorsement 
shows that on 16th January 1896 the 
Musammat came to the tahsil (which 
was the registration office) in a dooli, 
that she was there identlffed by her 
own brother, one Thakur Prasad, and by 
another person of the name of Khaman 
Singh who was her karinda both of whom 
were known to Kampta«Prasad, a peti¬ 
tion-writer and to Shib Dayal, the pat- 
wari, who were known to the Sub-Regis¬ 
trar. 

According to the endorsement the 
^[usammab admitted the execution and 
completion of the document and ac¬ 
knowledged that she had received the 
amount. The sum of Rs. 579-7.3 in 
oftsh was received by her in the v^osenoe 
of the Sub-Registrar. It further appears 
from the endorsement (which is by no 
means unusual) that the money was 
tlioreupon deposited for the purpose of 
paying the Government charges. The 
latter document which is recited in the 
mortgage, is dated 2lst May 1889. This 
document has been abundantly proved 
by a number of witnesses including a 
witness who was very hostile to plaintiff 
namely, Chaudhri Raghbir Singh, a 
marginal witness. It is produced by the 
plaintiff witli an endorsement upon it, 
dated 21sb January 1896, showing that 
tlie full amount duo upon it had been 
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paid by the plaintiff to one Ram Kiahore 
whose son-in-law the nominal mortgagee 
was. Evidently it was because it was not 
the nominal mortgagee - who had given 
the endorsement that the defendants of 
the second party were added as parties. 
The learned Subordinate Judge in his 
judgment says : 

It is clear from the evidence on tbe record 
that Thakurain Gambhii* Kunwir is a parda- 
nashin lady and at the time of the execution of 
the bond in suit she wis ouly 2G or 27 years of 
age and her brother Taakur’Prasid is three or 

nger to her. Under these circum¬ 
stances it is for the plaintiR to prove by satisfac¬ 
tory evidence that the lady had independent 
advice that she'fully •understood the bond and 
Nvas perfectly aware of what she was under¬ 
taking and that she •actually executed the bond 
and got the consideration. ” 

No doubt in tbe case of dealing with 
padanasbin ladies, it is very important to 
see that such ladies understand what they 
are doing. It is also most important to 
see whether there was real consideration. 
It was not necessary, in our opinion, 
that the lady should actually sign the 
bond with her own hand. If she was 
illiterate she could not sign it. It is suffi¬ 
cient for the Gourt to had that the bond 
was executed in her name by some one 
whom she permitted to do so. In the 
present case her name is affixed to the 
bond in the handwriting of her brother 

Thakur Prasad. With-regard to “inde¬ 
pendent advice” and to the lady under- 
standing the bond, if we were to come to 
the conclusion that there was an out¬ 
standing debt due on the earlier bond, 
and that that debt was discharged and 
that the revenue and irrigation charges 
were due and paid, we think that the 
transaction was of a very simple nature 
which could be easily understood by the 
lady. 

A consideration of the evidence leaves 
in our mind no doubt whatever that the 
earlier bond of 2Lsb May 1889 was out¬ 
standing, that it was a genuine bond and 
that it was duly discharged by the 
plaintiff. Wo have no doubt further 
that the revenue and irrigation charges 
were due and discharged. The learned 
Subordinate Judge has come to no con¬ 
clusion inconsistent with this view. 

The endorsement in the bond clearly 
shows that on 16th January 1896, some 
woman, who was identified to the Sub. 
Registrar in a satisfactory way as 
the defendant, admitted the execution of 
the bond and the receipt of considera¬ 


tion. Thakur Prasad, the brother of the 
lady, was called as a witness by the 
plaintiff. It was impossible to avoid 
this. It is clear that he was a hostile 
witness, but ha bad to admit that he 
signed the bond in no less than four 
places. He gives a lame excuse that be 
did not understand what he was doing 
and the learned Subordinate Judge says: 
I do not think this version of his is true. 
There must have been something else.” 
If we are right in the conclusion that 
the prior mortgage was outstanding and 
was discharged by the plaintiff, the pro¬ 
bability of tbe Musanimat having exe¬ 
cuted the bond in suit is great. Five 
out of the six marginal witnesses are 
dead and the plaintiff was obliged to 
call tbe only surviving witness, namely 
Subol Singh. Ho said that he was illite¬ 
rate, that he did not know Mt. Gambhir 
Kunwar, that be did not attest any docu¬ 
ment executed by her. Ifc is true that 
his name in the document is not in his 
handwriting; it could not be so, because 
he is illiterate. His statement that he did 
not know the Musammat is clearly false, 
because he himself later on admits that 
she was his paternal aunt. It of course, 
lay on the plaintiff to prove the execu' 
tion of the document. It must be borne 
in mind however that no defence was 
specially pleaded that the document was 
not attested in accordance with the pro¬ 
visions of the Transfer of Property Act. 
S. 68, Evidenoe Act provides: 

“If a documeat is rerjuired by law to be attes" 
ted, it shall uot be used as evidence until on® 
attesting witness at least has been called for th® 
purpose of proving its execution. If there b® 
an attesting witness alive, and subject to th© 
process of the Court and capable of giving 
evidence.” 

Section 71 further provides that “if the 
attesting witness denies . . . the execu¬ 
tion of tba document, its execution may 
be proved by other evidence.” Badri 
Prasad cotnplied with the law in this 
lespect. He called tbe only surviv-- 
ing witness, who denied that he had' 
been a witness to the document. He' 
proved himself that the Musammat exe¬ 
cuted tbe document in his presence and 
in the presence of the marginal wibnessag 
whose names appear in it. There is no- 
doubt some little confusion as to the 
place where tbe document was signed 
on behalf of the lady. This is not alto¬ 
gether surprising after the lapse of time'. 

It must also be borne in mind that the 
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lady herself has never thought fit to go 
into the witness box or give evidence on 
commission and deny the execution of 
the document nor has any other evidence 
been given to show that there was 
any legal defect in the execution of the 
document. We have not the smallest 
doubt on the evidence that the Musam- 
mat knew all-about the bond, that the 
bond was intended to wipe out the debt 
on the prior bond and to pay the Govern¬ 
ment charges that were due. We have 
not the least doubt that her brother 
signed the document on her behalf (she 
being illiterate) with her consent and 
approval. We have not the least doubt 
that the transaction was a bona fide 
transaction. The only matter about 
which we have any hesitation is the 
question whether or nob the provisions 
of S. 59, T. P. Act, A ere complied with. 
On this question we again point out that 
there was no special defence of this 
nature set up in the Court below and 
that, while the evidence of the plaintiff 
may not be absolutely satisfactory, no 
rebutting evidence was given on behalf 
of the defendant. We think that it 
would not be just that we should decide 
against the plaintiff’ on this technical 
ground which was not pleaded nor proved 
and was nob a ground upon which 
the learned Subordinate Judge decided 
against the plaintiff’. As we have said 
before, Badri Prasal proved prima fsoie 
the due oxocution and attestation of 
the bond in suit. He also produced two 
witnesses who proved the execution 
of the document by the lady at the 
registration office. \s we have said 
above, a woman appeared before the Sub- 
Kogistrar who was identified by Thakur 
Prasad, the brother of Oainbhir Kunwar, 
Thakur Prasad admitted !iis signature 
below the ondorsoment as to idontifioa- 
tion. It is most unlikely tiiab he would 
lia.vo identified the woman unless she 
was in fact his sister, tiamhhir Kunwar. 

W’o allow the a]'peal, set aside the 
locroo of t-ho f'ourt below and decree 


the plaintiff's claim with costs and direct 
that unless the amount claimed is paid 
with costs in this Court and in tho Court 
t^olow ami interest at. tlio stipulated rate 
^vithin six months from this date, tl^o 
right of redemption of tho itofondant will 
bo l'('reckS('.l and tho plaintiff’ will he 
oniiMed to ]MSsos'^ion. Tho costs of tliis 
Court will include fees on tho higher 


scale. The decree will be drawn up in 
the usual form. 

v.e./r.k. Appeal allowed, 
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Chamier and Piggott, JJ, 

Mt. Kulsumunnissa Bibi —Defendant 
—Appellant. 

v. 

Dauru Nath and others — Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

First Appeal No. 47 of 1915, Decided 
on 23rd June 1915, from order of Addl. 
Judge, Aligarh. 

Agra Tenancy Act (2 of 1901), S. 79 — 
Muafidars after 1838 recorded as tenants 
on privileged rents and rights of transfer— 
Suit by them against landlord for possession 
is not tenable in civil Court. 

Certain persons were recorded as muafidars in 
respect of certain plots of land prior to 1838, 

In 1838 tho laud was settled with the zamindai 
and tho ex-muafidars were entered as tenants 
on payment of a privileged rate of rent with a 
right of transfer in the holding. In the settle¬ 
ments of 1861 and 1868, they were again recor¬ 
ded as tenants with a right of transfer in the 
holding. The tenants were dispossessed by the 
landlord from a portion of the laud. They 
susd the landlord to recover possession in the 
civil Court: - 

Held: that the ex-muafidars were tenants 
within the meaning of S. 79, Agra Tenancy Act, 
and a suit to recover possession was not main¬ 
tainable in the civil Court. [P-474 0 1] 

Motilal Nehru —for Appellauts. 

Peary Lai Banerji — for Respondents. 

Piggott, J. —In this case the defen¬ 
dant-appellant is the sole proprietor of 
Tilauza Danpur in tho Bulandshabr Dis¬ 
trict. The plaintiffs-respondents are 
residents of that village. Their suit was 
for recovery of possession in respect of 
a particular plot of land, 1 bigha 15 
hiswas in area, situated in this villagOt 
from which they alleged themselves to 
have been wrongfully ejected by the de¬ 
fendant. The precise data of the alleged 
dispossession is not given in the plaint, 
hut tho plaintiffs dated their cause of ao- 
tion from an adverse decision of the Re¬ 
venue Court on tho question of muta¬ 
tion. The dispossession olearly took place 
somowhore towards .the close of the 
year 1909, The case as stated in the 
plaint may ho summarized thus: The 
plot of liind in question was originally 
owned by one Faram Sukh, from whom 
it dosoondod to his grandsons, Raldeo 
Das and Tu'i Ram. Tula Ram pre¬ 
deceased Raldeo Das and tho latter died 
somewhere about the year 1885. The 
plaintiffs are distant cousins of Raldeo 
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Das and Tula Bam, claiming descent 
from Durga Dae, own brother of the 
father of the said Baldeo Das and Tula 
Bam. The plaintiffs nevertheless asser- 
ted that they were members of a joint 
undivided Hindu family with Baidao Das 
and Tala Bam, so that the plot of land 
in question passed to them by survivor^ 
ship on the death of Baldeo Das. They 
admitted however that in the village re¬ 
cords, whatever rights had belonged to 
Baldeo Das were entered after his death 
as belonging to Mt. Sundar, the widow of 
his predeceased brother, Tula Bara. They 
said that this was done with their con¬ 
sent “for the consolation” of this lady. 

In the plaint as drafted they clearly 
intended to claim that Mt. Sundar was 
not 1 ‘eally in possession, except in so far 
as she enjoyed a Hindu widow’s right of 
maintenance out of the joint family pro¬ 
perty. Mt. Sundar died in the year 1909 
and the defendant, as proprietor of the 
mahal, took possession of the land in 
suit. The defendant’s claim w'as that 
the land in Mt. Sundar’s possession, at 
any rate, was a mere occupancy holding 
and that it escheated to the proprietor of 
the mahal because Mt. Sundar left be^ 
hind her no heir entitled to succeed 
under S. 22, Tenancy Act (Local Act 2 
190 0- The plaintiffs said that they 

fought the matter in mutation before the 
revenue Courts, but the decision there was 
against thorn. It is fair to note how¬ 
ever that in the plaint itself the claim 
was pub in an alternative form. In para. 5 
of the plaint it is distinctly stated that 
Mt. Sundar had no right in the property in 
dispute. There is however an alternative 
plea, that if the lady was in fact in x^os- 
session in her own right then her rights 
were those of a Hindu widow and the pro¬ 
perty came to the plaintiffs on her death 
as the nearest surviving reversioners of 
her husbaud. The nature of the defence set 
up has already been sufficiently indicated. 
Before issues were fixed in the Court of 
first instance, the learned Munsif found it 
advisable to examine the plaintiff, Ghaubo 
Dauru Nath, who made a statement on 
lObh February 1913 on behalf of himself 
and of the other plaintiffs. This state¬ 
ment was obviously interpreted by the 
learned Munsif as considerably modify¬ 
ing the pleas taken in the plaint. It has 
been read to us in detail, and I think 
the learned Munsif was substantially 
right in so regarding it> Undoubtedly 


the plaintiff Dauru Nath was anxious to 
hedge as far as possible and to evade the 
attempts made by the Court, while he 
was under examination, to tie him down 
to definite pleadings of fact on certain 
points. In substance however he did 
admit that Mb. Sundar obtained actual 
possession in 1835, on the death of 
Baldeo Das, and that she was in posses¬ 
sion for 24 years until her death. He 
went on to explain that he himself and 
the other plaintiffs really managed Mt. 
Sundar’s affairs for her and claimed to 
have been in joint cultivation with her 
of the land in suit. He said that the 
Court might regard his position with res¬ 
pect to this oultiyation as that of a ser¬ 
vant or as that of a partner; but I have 
no doubt he did intend to plead that he 
was sharing in the cultivation of the 
holding at the time of Mt. Sundai’s 
death, within the meaning of S. 22, Agra 
Tenancy Act. The learned Munsif pro¬ 
ceeded to fix a number of issues, of which 
he decided only two. The first of these 
was: 

“Wbetbor Mi. Sundar held Iho disx^utcd plot 
in village I)>.npur as an oc-cnoancy tenant or as 
au absolute owner;” 

The frame of the issue is, I think, 
justified by the fact that the plaintiff 
Dauru Nath, in his statement before the 
Court, had admitted Mt, Sundar’s posses¬ 
sion and had praticaily abandoned the 
plea pub forward in the plaint tljat Mt. 
Sundar had never been in possession at 
all. On the issue thus framed the learned 
Munsif, after an elaborate discussion of 
the evidence and of the law, ’which he 
considered applicable to the Jo.ots of the 
case, recorded a finding that the land 
held by Mt. Sundar was her occupancy 
bolding and succession to the same was 
governed by the provisions of the Ten¬ 
ancy Act. This finding in it-elf was not 
conclusive against the plaintiffs, unless 
and until the Court had gone on to de¬ 
termine the question of tlieir alleged 
sharing in the caltir.ition of the bolding 
at the time of Mt. Sundar’s death. This 
the learned Munsif did net do. but he 
proceeded to t-ake up anotlier issue stated 
by him in the following terras: 

“WheVaer the suit is oonni/.aDle in the civil 
Court.” 

The issue is not very happily framed. 
The suit as brought was based upon 
a claim of proprietary right, and was 
undoubtedly cognizable in the civil 
Court. Nevertheless it is sufficientiy 
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clear ^ what tbe learned Munsif meant 
by this issue and what he has actually 
found in respect of it. If Mt. Sundar 
was an occupancy tenant of the land in 
suit the plaintiffs, supposing that they 
proved their case so as to give them a 
right to succession under S. ^2, Tenancy 
Act, would have to prove that they were 
joint in cultivation with this lady at 
the time of her death. They wore subse¬ 
quently ejected by the defendant zamin- 
dar. They were therefore in the posi¬ 
tion of tenants ejected by the land¬ 
holder otherwise than in accordance 
with the provisions of the Tenancy Act. 
That ejectment would give them a right 
of suit for recovery of possession and for 
oornpensatien under S. 79 of the same 
Act, and inasmuch as they possessed 
that right of suit, the provisions of S. 167, 
Tenancy Act (read with reference to 
S. 79 aforesaid and Serial No. 30 in group 
(c) of the suits specified in Sch. 4 of 
the same Act) would debar the plaintiffs 
from bringing a suit for recovery of pos¬ 
session in the civil Court. This is what 
the learned Munsif obviously intended to 
find and has in substance found; and 
he dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit acoord- 
iugly. The latter appealed, and I shall 
have a few remarks to make presently 
regarding the position ta.ken up by them 
in the memorandum of appeal. At pre¬ 
sent what I wish to notice is that, in 
the interval between the filing of the 
appeal and its determination, there had 
been a decision by this Court in Second 
Appeal No. 1456 of 1913, decided on 17th 
July 1914. This decision was laid before 
the lower appellate Court and obviously 
determined the result of the appeal in 
that Court. It was another suit from 
the same village and the present defen¬ 
dant-appellant, as proprietor of the vil¬ 
lage, was a ()arty to it. The other par¬ 
ties wore dilloroiit, and it has n ivor been 
suggested that the dooisicn had in any 
way the olloct of res judicata upon the 
present litigation. 

It was however a decision respecting 
a ))lot of land hold on svilvs'^antially the 
same tenure as the land in dispute in 
the present case. The point for deter¬ 
mination however was not quite the 
same in the suit which resulted in Se¬ 
cond Appeal No. 1156 of 1913. The 
holder of the land had mort':!agod it. The 
mortgagee brought a suit upon his mort¬ 
gage, obtained a decree, brought the 


mortgagor’s rights to sale and purchased 
them himself. While ^thesa proceedings 

were going on the mortgagor relinquished 

his rights, whatever they might be in 
favour of the proprietor of the village. 
On the strength of this relinquishment 
the proprietor succeeded in obtaining 
possession. The suit was by the mort¬ 
gagee auction purchaser for recovery of 
possession. The point which the Court 
had to determine was whether the rights 
of the mortgagor in the px'operty in suit, 
whatever those rights might be, were 
or were not transferable. In that case 
the finding of the lower appellate Court 
had bean that the mortgagor’s rights 
were those of an occupancy tenant and 
were not transferable. In appeal this 

finding was treated by this Court as a 

mixed question of law and of fact. The 
learned Judges who disposed of the ap¬ 
peal set forth in their judgment a state¬ 
ment of what were represented to them 
as being admitted facts with regard to 
the previous history of the land in suit. 
From those facts tliey draw an inference 
as a point of law, that the rights of the 
mortgagor in the land then in question 
were proprietary rights, that the pay¬ 
ments which the mortgagor had admit¬ 
tedly been making to the proprietor of 
the village could not properly be des¬ 
cribed as rent within the meaning of 
the definition in S. 4, Cl. (3), Tenancy 
Act, and that consequently there was no 
question of the existence of tenancy, but 
the rights of the mortgagor being pro¬ 
prietary rights were transferable. On 
those findings the plaintiff’s suit was 
deoreol. In the present ease the learned 
Subordinate Judge has accepted this 
decision as a ruling laying down prinoi* 
pies on which he was hound to act. Ha 
does not seem to have considered whe¬ 
ther the recital of admitted facts in the 
decision of this Court, to which ha was 
referred as a ruling, did or did not agree 
with the facts alleged by the parties and 
proved by the evidence in the present 
case. He did however give a brief reci¬ 
tal of certain facts regarding the previ¬ 
ous lustory of the land in suit, which is 
correct onougii as far as it goes. On 
those facts lie recorded a finding in the 
following terms: 

‘ rhiit P.\r:xiu Siikh and Baldeo, Ao., wore 
not occiipauoY or non-oc‘cnpanoy tenants of the 
disputed plot hut that they wero owners thereof* 
The so*callod rout which they have been p.aviug 
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is in roility the Government revenue and 
•cesses.*’ 

He went; on to say that 

“even if those persons be supposed not owners 
of this land, they could not be said to belong 
to any of the classes of tenants specified in 
S. 6, Tenancy Act.” 

He found that they were “something 
more than tenants.” and that their rights 
were transferable as well as heritable. 
On these findings he held that the suit 
was not barred by S. 167, Tenancy Act, 
but was maintainable in the civil Court 
as brought. He was of opinion however 
that there retnained other issues which 
ought to be tried out before the suit could 
either be decreed or dismissed. He ac¬ 
cordingly treated it as having been dis¬ 
missed by the Court of first instance 
upon a preliminary point and remanded 
it to that Court under 0. 41, R. 23, Civil 
P. C., for decision on the merits, The 
defendant comes to this Court in appeal 
against this order of remand. 

Two comments may be made at once 
on the finding of the learned Subordinate 
Judge. The first is that a finding to the 
effect that the rights of Param Sukh and 
Baldeo in the land in suit were proprie¬ 
tary rights was scarcely open to the 
learned Subordinate Judge in appeal. I 
have carefully considered the raemoran- 
dum of appeal presented to that Court 
by the plaintiffs and it seems clear to 
me that the claim of proprietary rights 
was abandoned and was not intended to 
be pressed in the Court of first appeal. 
In para. 1 the plaintiffs stated 
their case to be that Baldeo Das 
had held “transferable rights of oc¬ 
cupancy” in the land in dispute. In 
para. 2 it is pleaded that Mt. Sundar 
was not a mere tenant under Act 2 
of 1901; the aforesaid land has noth¬ 
ing to do with Act 2 of 1901.” There is 
nothing else in the memorandum of 
appeal to modify the position here taken 
up. The finding therefore which was 
really open to the lower appellate Court 
was the alternative finding that the plain¬ 
tiffs are something more than tenants, 
and this finding is based upon a certain 
finding of fact and an inference drawn 
therefrom. The finding of fact is that 
the rights possessed by Param Sukh and 
Baldeo were transferable as well as heri¬ 
table. The inference drawn therefrom is 
that persons possessing such rights can¬ 
not be tenants within the meaning of 


that word as used in what for the pur¬ 
poses of this case is the critical section, 
namely, S. 79, Agra Tenancy Act. It is 
cleanly open to us therefore to recon¬ 
sider this question of the existence or 
otherwise of a tenancy as a mixed ques¬ 
tion of law and of fact in the present 
appeal. 

The other comment which may be 
made at once on the finding of the lower 
appellate Court is that it does not war¬ 
rant the further decision of the learned 
Subordinate Judge to the effect that the 
suit is not barred byS. 167, Tenancy Act. 
The finding is limited to “Param Sukh 
and Baldeo, &o.'’ I do not quite under¬ 
stand what the learned Subordinate 
Judge meant by “etc.”, bub it is clear that 
he did not consider the question of the 
rights of Mt. Sundar. The defendant no 
doubt contended that Param Sukh and 
Baldeo and all other holders of similar 
tenures in this village were nothing more 
than occupancy tenants, bub for the pur¬ 
poses of this suit she raised most dis¬ 
tinctly a further plea as to the position of 
Mt. Sundar. She pointed out that under 
no apparent principle of law could Mt. 
Sundar have suceesded by inheritance to 
the rights of Baldeo Das, the brother of 
her deceased husband. From this the 
defendant desired to contend that the 
possession of Mt. Sundar at any rate 
was merely permissive on the part of the 
zamindar and that, although she was an 
occupancy tenant of this land at the 
time of her death, she had only become 
so under the ordinary law in virtue of 
her long possession. This point was not 
determined by the lower appellate Court 
although it required to be determined 
before there could be a definite finding 
on the question whether the suit was or 
was not barred by S. 167, Tenancy Act. 

The question, therefore, to my mind is 
whether we ought to set aside the order 
of remand as passed and substitute for 
that order an order fixing necessary 
issues for preliminary determination 
under the provisions of O. 41, R. 25. Civil 
P. C.. or whether, while setting aside 
the order of the lower appellate Court, 
we are in a position to alfitm, on the 
record as it stands, the decision of the 
first Court dismissing the suit. Ou the 
whole I incline bo the latter alternative, 
and I do so because on the facts estab¬ 
lished by the evidence it seems to me to 
follow as an inferenceof law that therighb 
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not only of Mt. Sundar, but of Baldeo 
Das before her, in the land in suit were 
at any rate no higher than the rights 
of tenants ” within the meaning of 
that word as used in S. 79, Agra Ten¬ 
ancy Act. The land in suit formed part 
of some 300 bighas of land in this 
village the previous history of which 
has been laid before us at considerable 
length. In dealing with this history we 
have to remember that the revenue 
records of the Bnlandshahr District pe¬ 
rished during the Mutiny, and that the 
information available as to events prior 
to 1857 is scanty. 


It appears however that in the year 
1838 these 300 bighas were in the pos¬ 
session, as separate plots of land, of 
a number of persons who claimed to hold 
the same as muafidars under a grant 
anterior to the ostablishinont of British 
rule in tiio district in question. There was 
an inquiry of some sorb and a decision, 
was come to adverse to the claims of 
these muafidars. The rnuati was re- 
BUmed : nd the land was ordered to be 
assessed to rovenuo. So much of it as 
was not covered by groves was to bo 
a ;sess 0 d at once and the groves were 
liable to assessment by dogreos as they 
lost their nharacter as such. In the 
judgment of tbi:-. Court in the connected 
suit, bo which reference has already been 
made, it is slated as one of the admitted 
facts that, when the miiafi was thus re¬ 
sumed, it was settled with tlie muafidars. 
Tliis is certainly not nn admitted fact 
in the present case: so far from its being 
an admitted fact the evidence to the 
contrary seems to me porfeotly clear. 
The plaintiiTs-respondonts roly nj)on an 
expression used in a petition presented 
to the sottlemoiit olViooi' in I8t>l whioli 
Speak'S of th(3 muali land as liaving been 
included in the Idialsa and settled with 
the owner ol the village * in the course 
of the -ioM lenient now current." 

The inforonco sought to he drawn from 
this i- th.^t tl\o land was so included 
and so sei.'Ifcul for the first time in ISfil. 
1 am satisliod that (ho v.ords will not 
hoai' (hat intovi.rotatiin. They mean 
that (ho lam! had Ix'-'n so incUiu.'d atid 
so sotllo-i (luring the currency of the 
B0ttl'.)niont. which was I'uing loviicd in 


tl u -.ear b til. tml ♦ 
incli.iloii in the k'’'ais 
the [ ropriotor ol iho 
<)UOiu of I ho oi'ilor of 


hat Mio hind was 
a and settled with 
village in conse- 
resumptioi' i 


in the year 1838. At two subsequent 
settlements the question of the rights 
.of these exmuafidars came up for deter¬ 
mination. In 1861, and again in 1888, 
the exmaufidars claimed to be proprie¬ 
tors and to be settled with as such. In 
both years the decision was against 
them. They were excluded from the 
khewat of the village and ordered to be 
recorded as maurusi tenants in 1861, 
and as kashtkaran dakbilkar in 1888. 
Another fact stated as one of the ad¬ 
mitted facts of the case in the judgment 
of this Couit in Second Appeal No. 1456 
of 1913 is that, in the settlement of 
1861, the transferable rights possessed 
by these ex-muafidars were expressly 
recognized bv the settlement officer. 
This is not an admitted fact in the pre¬ 
sent case, and there is no evidence on 
this record to prove it. 

The proceedings of the year 1861 need 
bo ho carefully considered. There was 
fust of all a proceeding with regard to 
the drawing uj) of the khewat, which 
resulted in a decision that the ex-muafi- 
dars were not entitled to be recorded in 
the khewat. After this decision had 
been arrived at, there was a questrion as 
to the preparation of the jamabandi. 
This involved a variety of questions, 
such as the nature of the tenancy to be 
recorded in respect of these former mua6 
lands and the rent to be assessed there¬ 
on. These questions were settled by 
agreement between the parties, and 
largely on the strength of a petition 
presented by the authorized agent of the 
proprietor of the village. Clreat stress 
was laid on the wording of that peti¬ 
tion by the learned Judges who decided 
the connected case. 

It does not seem to me in any way 
inconsistent with the rest of the avi- 
donee in the case, or with the fact that 
the ox-iiuiafidars were recorded as oc¬ 
cupancy tenants of these lands at the 
settloment of 1861. Tlie petition of the 
proprietor cf the Lvalial, after reciting 
the tarts regarding tlio resumption of the 
muati grants and the settlement of these 
lands with t)ie said proprietor, goes on 


to say tliat, out of consideration for the 
long possession of these former inuatidare, 
he has come to an agreement with thorn 
that tlioy sliall only be required to pay 
him the land revenue assessed on these 
lands together with a percentage which 
ho -pe-ik^ of as “a haq iiialikana." If 
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stress is to be laid on these words on 
behalf of the respoudents, it is only fair 
to the other side to notice that the peti¬ 
tion of the landholder’s agent expressly 
is that the money thus payable be recor¬ 
ded in the rent roll, that is to say in 
the jamabandi. This is in fact what 
was done at that settlement. The ex- 
muafidars were recorded as occupancy 
tenants holding at a rent representing 
the land revenue payable on these plots 
plus 10 per cent. The question was 
raised again at the settlement of 1888, 
and it is to be noted that iNlt. Sundar 
herself appears as one of the persons who 
raised this question. In the settlement 
of that year again the petition of the ex- 
muafidars claiming proprietary rights 
and asking for a settlement direct with 
them was disallowed. 

The settlement officer however seems 
to have felt some difficulty about these 
ex-muafidars and to have regarded them 
as occupying a status of a somewhat 
peculiar kind. He directed that they 
should be recorded as occupancy tenants; 
but he appended to that order a direc¬ 
tion which was in fact carried out to 
the effect that in the village Kecord-of- 
Eights there should be a note made to 
the effect that these ex-muafidars, of 
whom a detailed list was given, were 
occupancy tenants holding at privileged 
rates and that they had transferable 
rights in their holdings. It seams to me 
that this is practically all the evidence 
in the case with which we have to deal, 
and the real question to my mind is 
simply whether the payments which 
these ex-iDuafidars have during all these 
years been making to the proprietor of 
the mabal do or do nob amount to rent 
within the meaning of the definition in 
S- 01, (3), Tenancy Act. The money 
thus payable has been directed to be 
recorded as rent at two consecutive 
settlements. In face of the refusal of 
the proper authorities at both those 
Battlements, to recognize any sort of pro¬ 
prietary rights in these ex-muafidars. it 
seems to me impossible to iiold that the 
payments which they wore to make to 
the proprietor of the iii?-bal represented 
anything more than what the settle¬ 
ment officer in 1888 had held it to be, 
namely, a special or privileged rate of 
rent. The contention before us on behalf 
of the respondents was that the proceed¬ 
ings in 1861 and in 1888 should be 


treated as having been a sort of sub- 
settlement with the 0 x*muafidars, under 
the provisions of Ss. 53, 51, 55 and 5G 
Land Eevenue Act, then in force, Act 
19 of IS73. Special reliance is placed 
upon the provisions of S. 56. If I thought 
it could reasonably be contended that 
the settlement officer in 1888 had recog¬ 
nized that these ex-muafidars possessed 
proprietary rights of some kind in the 
lands in their possession, I should have 
been prepared to hold that, as a matter 
of law, it is not impossible under these 
provisions of the Land Revenue Act for 
a settlement officer to recognize certain 
persons as holding a status substantially 
analogous to that of sub-proprietors in 
Oudh. It seems to mo however that the 
settlement officer in 1888 followed, even 
though it may have been with reluctance 
the precedent set by his predecessor in 
1861 in refusing fro recognize the exis¬ 
tence of any kind of proprietary rights 
in bheso ex muafidars. 

Tho other principal point urged upon 
us on beliaH of the lesrondents is tliat 

A 

wo ought nob to have regard exclusively 
to the definitions of ‘‘rent.” “land holder" 
and ‘ tenant ’ in S. 1, Tenancy Act, but we 
ought to consider further the classifica. 
tion of tenants given in S. 0 of tho same 
Act. .\s I understand the position the 
respondents wish us to record definitely 
one way or the other a finding whether 
the rights possessed by these ex-muafidars 
were or were nob transferable, and if we 
find tliab the rights were transferable; 
then to hold that this fact alone makes 
it impossible for thorn to be tenants 
within the meaning of (he Tenancv Acl. 
When tho settlement officer in the year 
1888 was considering sui)stantially this 
very question it was urged upon liim 
that he ought not to make any entry of 
a custom under which (he exinuafidars 
had tianslerabie lights in their holdings 
because such a custom would be in con 
travenbion of statute lav;. On this he 
remarked that it migut bo for 1 ho Courts 
hereafter to detennirm wiiethor the 
tuta law. hsiunninJ 


sta. 


\ct cf ini-l or 


Ii: 




k ' « 


not taxc.'i 


0 'lent 


N I 


from these jiarfioular leniint'- tim linljm 
of tiansier wiiich tiiov lu-o'.'icu-lv 

% A 

enjoyed, or whether it w.is net j O'sii.lo 
that, in spite of the st;».Lurj . 

there should be a body ol occupancy 
tenants who, by reason of tive 
manner in w.hich their tenanev 1, 1 1 come 
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into and had bean recognized 

by the proprietor of the mahal, had suc¬ 
ceeded in acquiring and retaining trans¬ 
ferable rights in spite of the statutory 
prohibition. In any case the settlemenb 
officer Aaid: I shall record the existence 
of custom if 1 find it fully established; 
and he proceeded to do so. In the view 
which I take of this case it is not neces¬ 
sary for us here to determine this ques¬ 
tion of the transferability of these hold¬ 
ings. It is possible that they are not 
transferable; but to my mind it is con¬ 
ceivable that they may be transferable 
and that their transferability may be 
established hereafter by other decisions 
besides the one of this Court in the con¬ 
nected suit to which I have already re- 
ferred. I am of opinion however that 
even thougli it were proved that by rea¬ 
son of special local custom or of the 
previous history of these holdings and of 
|tho manner in which they came'into exis¬ 
tence, the tenants thereof have retained 
transferable rights they would neverthe¬ 
less continue to be “tenants" within the 
jmoaning of that word as defined in 8. 4, 
;and as used in S. 79. Tenancy Act. For 
these reasons, in my opinion, the proper 
order for us to pass is one setting aside 
the order of remand passed by the lower 
,appellate Court and restoring the order 
lof the first Court dismissing the suit 
|with costs. 

Chamier, J. —I, too, am of opinion that 
tills appeal should be allowed and the 
suit dismissed. I desire to add only a 
few words with regard to what took 
place in iy3.s and the contention tbat.tlie 
holding is transferable and therefore the 
person entitled to it are not tenants 
within the meaning of the Tenancy Act. 
The Gazetteer shows that the pargana 
in which tho land now in question lies 
became part of British India in or about 
the year 1803. iVitweeu that year and 
1838 there woro several settlements in 
the (listrict. Kogulation after regulation 
had been pj,ssed for tho purpose of ascer¬ 
taining the nature an 1 extent of inuafi 
grants in the Province. Arrangements 
had been made to have all sucli grants 
entoroil in a register and ovory elTort liad 
been niadj to induce persons clai!ning to 
hold as inuafidars to come forward witii 
their ebiims. When tplio claim of tdie 
holders of the land now in (piosbion was 
put forward in P83S it was summarily 

1 ejected, I'otli because the claimants were 


unable to produce any documentary evi¬ 
dence, and also because the alleged muafi 
grant had not been entered in the pres¬ 
cribed register. Most of the old records 
have disappeared but it is clear to me 
from the extracts from records of 1861 
which have been put in evidence that the 
Court in 1838 not only decided that the 
claimants were not entitled to hold the 
land as muafidars but went on to settle 
the land with the zamindar of the vil¬ 
lage, and it appears that as long ago as 
1842 or 1843 the holders of the land in 
question were recorded as tenants. It 
is important, I think, to remember that 
in 1838 a person holding under a muafi 
grant whicli the Government declined to 
recognise was presumed to be the pro¬ 
prietor of the land until some one else 
was able to establish title against him. 
It is also important to notice that 
Regn, 7 of 1822 contained provisions for 
tho recognition and recording of persons 
found to be holding heritable and trans¬ 
ferable proprietary rights in a mahal in 
subordination to the zamindar and those 
provisions were repeated and amplified in 
S, 63 to 8. 56, Act 19 of 1873 and again 
in 8. 75 and the following sections of the 
present Land Revenue Act. 

Notwithstanding the presumption re¬ 
ferred to above and the existence of 
these provisions from before 1838 up bo the 
present time, no official has recorded the 
holders of these lands as being entitled 
to heritable and transferable proprietary 
rights in subordination to the zamindar 
of the village. The holders of these 
lands have all along been recorded as 
hereditary tenants holding on favourable 
terms. It seems to me that if we were 
to hold tiiat they were proprietors of the 
land we should be setting aside all that 
has been done regarding these lands since 
1838. In my opinion it is quite clear 
that tho holders of these lands, what¬ 
ever they may have been prior to 1838, 
have nob since that date bean pro¬ 
prietors thereof. 

I now turn to the question ofthe trans¬ 
ferability of the rights'of tenants. Prior bo 
tho Kent Act of 1859 there was no legis¬ 
lative enactment recognizing or confer¬ 
ring a right of oocupanoy upon oul- 
tivvtors. Bub the elaborate inquiries 
which preceded the passing of that 
Act showed that there was a con¬ 
sensus of opinion that 12 years’ ooou- 
panoy conferred at least a prima facie 
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right of occupancy and a provision to 
that effect was inserted in the Act. But 
that Act left the question of the trans¬ 
ferability of tenures unprovided for. 
There were numerous and conflicting de¬ 
cisions as to the transferability of the 
rights of occupancy tenants, and to judge 
from a very recent decision of a Full 
Bench of the Calcutta High Court in 
Dayamoyi v. Ananda Moha.n Roy Glioio- 
dhuri (1), the conflict of opinion still con¬ 
tinues in Bengal. The Full Bench con- 

cluded their judgment with the remarli: 

We would only add that the uncertainty as 
to the transferability of holdings has been one of 
the most fruitful sources of litigation, and it is 

urgently necessary that it should be set at rest 

by the legislature.” 

Many years ago it was held by a Full 
Bench in Calcutta that an occupancy 
right was prima facie not transferable, 
but could he shown to be transferable by 
custom. That was understood to be the 
law in the North-Western Provinces also 
previous to the Rent Act, 1873, In a 
circular of the Board of Revenue of 1856, 

I find the following statement regarding 
the transfer of occupancy rights: 

“It is to be understood that the Government is 
not opposed to the growth in the free course of 
private transactions of a transferable cultiva¬ 
ting title, and no impediment should be thrown 
in the wav of the admission by the zamiudars 
of such title, or of its tacit creation, according 

to the wishes and interests of the parties con¬ 
cerned.” 


Between 1856 and 1873 it came to be 
recognized that the continual transfer of 
tenants’ holdings was an unmixed evil, 
and in 1873 the legislature by S, 9, Rent 
Act, of that year, declared that no right 
of oooupanoy should be transferable by 
grant, will, or otherwise except in cer¬ 
tain specified cases. This prohibition 
was repeated in S. 9. Rent Act, 1881, 
and is to be found in an ampUBed form 
in the present Tenancy Act. It seems to 
me quite clear that proof that the rights 
of the persons who held the lands now 
in question were transferable would by 
no means lead to tbe conclusion that 
they were other than tenants. It may 
be that it is not open to an occupancy 
tenant now to plead and prove that by 
custom his holding is transferable, but, 
even if he is entitled to do so, it is quite 
clear that proof that his bolding is trans¬ 
ferable will not convert him into a pro¬ 
prietor. I am satisfied that the holders 
of th ese lands have since 1838 been 
(IJ [1915142 Gal. 172=27"l^a~61.“"' ' 


nothing more than tenants and that what 
they have paid to the zamindar has 
been rent, although the amount of that 
rent has all along depended upon the 
amount of revenue assessed on the land. 
The learned vakil for the plaintiffs in the 
present case has relied strongly upon 
some proceedings of the Board of Re. 
venue dated February and March 1892. 
Those proceedings were held upon an ap. 
plication for revision of an order passed 
by the Commissioner of Meerut on ap¬ 
peal against an order passed by the set¬ 
tlement officer. It appears that the 
settlement officer was asked to fix the 
rent payable in respect of these lands, 
and he did so. Mr. Kaye, Junior Mem¬ 
ber of the Board, gives a short sketch of 
the previous history of the case and says 
that the applicants were in 1861 found 
to be tenants with a right of occupancy 
liable to pay only a privileged rate of 
rent. He says as to the first contention 
advanced before them, namely, that the 
applicants were proprietors and not 
tenants: 

“however curious fiDcl uuusuul the applicants’ 
status may be, it is r.uquestionabiy a tact that 
they have beeu declared by jadiciaT proceedings 
to be teoants and not proprietors, and'that ques¬ 
tion cannot now be reopened.” 

Ha then goes on to consider the rate 
at which the jama assessable as rent 
should be fixed. In conclusion he says: 

I would set aside the Conimissiouer’s order 
and fix rent at -12 per cent, of the soil rents 
plus 10 per cent.” 

Mr. Reid, Senior Member, agreed with 
him, but in his opinion the holders of the 
land were liable to pay local rata also. 
Mr. Reid refers to the proceedings of the 
last settlement and says: 

“From the proceedings of the 1 i.st setilcmeut 

it would appear that the Jinds were le-inmed 
muafi upou which the landlord of the mah.il 
admitted that the miiafidais had acquired a full 
proprietary title wi h rights f inherit iiico uid 
transfer. There was consequently assessed upon 
them the Government rcveuue of tho luid to¬ 
gether with a 10 per .cut. n.i!;!:iui allo.,- 
auco.” 

This is the passage upon which the 
learned vakil for the plaintiffs has relied. 
We have been unable ro find in the jn'o- 
ceedings of the settle ;>ent. to whicii Mr. 
Reid refers, any admission by the land¬ 
lord of the iiiahal that the muafidars iiad 
acquired proprietary rights in tho lind. 

On the contrary it seems to ns that the 
landlord has all along maintained that 
the holders were tenants. Even if the 
reference to the settlement proceedings 
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by Mr. Reid is correct, and will bear the 
construction put upon it by the plaintiffs, 
his remark does not decide the question 
of litlo, He had no authority to decide 
that tho holders of the land were pro¬ 
prietors, and it is quite certain that his 
colleague, Mr. Kaye, was satisfied that 
they were tenants. In my opinion there 
can 1)6 no doubt that the holders of these 
lands were tenants and paid rent as 
such, j therefore agree that the suit 
sho^uld have been dismissed. 

by the Court. — The order of the 
Court is that this appeal is allowed, the 
order of the lower appellate Court is set 
aside and that of the Court of first in¬ 
stance is restored with costs. 

V-R./iMC. Appeal allowed. 
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PKi(iOTT, J. 

<r ari liai and others —Hefendants*-” 
A' pollants. 

V. 

Mt. lJJia(j{)ina — Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 1539 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 5th Novombor 1915, from deci¬ 
sion of Dist. Judge, Ghazipur, D/- 30th 
June 1914. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), O. 41, R. 27—R. 27 
must be strictly followed in admitting evi¬ 
dence in appeal. 

Ju admittiug ovidf'noo in appeal tho Court 
should strictly follow tho procedure laid down 
by O. 41, K. -27, Civil P, C., and specially by 
Cl. 2 of tho rulo. [P 477 C Ij 

M. Tj. Agaricala’ —for xXppellants, 

Ilarihans Sahai —for Respondent. 

Judgment. ' This is an appeal by tho 
defendants in a suit for arrears of rent. 
Tho only question is as to the rate of 
rent payable by tho said defendants to 
tho plaintiff-reeiiondont. Tho first Court 
gave rha i>laintiil a decree based upon a 
lato ol Ra. 1.9-6 per higlia i>Gr anaiun. 
On iiqioal l)y the plaintiff' tho District 
'liiiige iouml the rate of rent payable to 
ho I hi. S per lugha per annum and 
aiiiondod tho d“uree of tho first Court 
accordingly. In second a]qioal it is con. 
ton I.'I that tho decision of tho District 
v.'asan‘!\ed ;ii after an iinj'ropor 
u.-tj ot the power ; of th.) Court under 
f b 11, U. 97. Ci'. il r. that i.-> to sny, 
after improi>orIv por:uittiny the plaintiff 
to luoduco additional ovidonco. Secondly 
i-i confondo'l (hat tho decision is 


it 


liaMo fo iiitorforonco in second niq^oal 
i'l-v "IS8 it war; hasoi] un :i i;d.-intorp'rota- 

docuinonfarj evidence before 


the Court. These are^the only pleas 
with which I am concerned. I may note 
that there was a good deal of evidence 
produced on the question of the ra^e of 
rent payable including entries in the 
patwari’s papers and records of past 
litigation not between the same parties, 
which were alleged to be relevant to the 
issue before the Court for various reasons 
with which I am not concerned. Roth 
parties however were agreed that there 
had been a previous litigation between 
the predecossors-in-title of the parties 
to the present suit in which this very 
point had besn raised and decided. This 
was a litigation which terminated in a 
decree of this Court dated 5th January 
1894. A copy of tho judgment on which 
that decree was based was on the record. 
The important words in the judgment 
are the following ; 

“Tho (lecreo of tho revenue Court in favour 
of the plaintiff, who as assignee of one Man- 
bvhal, the lessee from tho admitted landlord, ia 
eutitlod to recover tho rent found due to tho 
landlord from the land admittedly held by the 
respondent, should bo restored.” 

From the context it ia clear that bv 
the decree of the revenue Court was 
meant the decree of the Assistant Col¬ 
lector in that very case, whiah bad been 
reversed by the District Judge in first 
appeal. I do not think it can be said 
that the lower appellate Court has mis¬ 
interpreted those words. The learned 
District Judge remarks that the judg¬ 
ment of the High Court is silent about 
the rate of rent. On behalf of the dofen- 
clants-appellants it is contended that the 
said judgment is not silent inasmuch as 
it lays down that the rent recoverable 
is that due to the landlord from the 
defendants. The suggestion I taka it is 
that the District Judge should have gone 
on to ascertain from the materials on 
the record wliat was the rent due to 
tho landlord, that is to say, to the 
superior proprietor of this land. I think 
however that tho learned District Judge 
has correctly apl'veciated tho situation. 
Tho judgment of tho High Court did not 
merely lay down that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover tho rent due to the 
landlord; tho expression used was “rent 
found due to tho landlord, " Read in 
oonnoxion with tho context, these words 
obviously mean tho rent which the As¬ 
sistant Collector found tc bo due; other¬ 
wise this Court in second appeal would 
not jnrve restored tho decree of the 
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Assisbanfc Oolleetor, but would have 
■called for a finding as to the rate of 
rent due. Therefore the learned Dis¬ 
trict Judge set himself to inquire what 
was the rent which the Assistant Col¬ 
lector found to be due in the litigation 
which terminated in this Court's decree 
ot 5th January 1894. 

Curiously enough there was no copy 
-of the judgme^nt of the Assistant Col¬ 
lector to be found on the record. The 
parties had caused to be summoned in 
the first Court the record of certain 
previous litigations, and it is possible 
that a copy of this particular judgment 
was to be found on one or the other of 
those files and was made the basis of 
argument by the parties in the Court of 
first instance. On the face of the record 
however there appears to be a serious 
lacuna in the evidence and it was for 
the District Judge to determine what he 
ought to do under the circumstances. 
The case for the present appellants I 
^nderstand to be that it was the duty of 
■the District Judge to hold the plaintiff 
’responsible for the absence from the 
record of sufficient evidence as to the 
amount of the rent found due in the 
previous litigation. The appeal then 
before the Court, being an appeal by the 
plaintiff, would in that case have failed 
and the decree of the first Court would 
have been affirmed. The District Judge 
appears to have permitted, if he did not 
actnaily direct, the plaintiff (appellant 
befoie his Court) to tile a copy of the 
^dgment of the Assistant Collector. 
This he has endorsed with a simple order 
admitting it on to the record without 
-giving any reason. That order bears the 
same date as the judgment which fol¬ 
lowed upon it and the learned District 
Judge seems to have thought that the 
statement of the facts set forth in his 
judgment was on the face of it sufficient 

justification for the course adopted by 
him. 

It would be better if Courts of first 
appeal would be content to follow strictly 
procedure laid down by 0. 41 

PI specially by 

y}' 2 of the said rule. At the same 

^ not prepared to hold under 
the circumstances of the present case 
that the^ learned Dtstrict Judge did 
not exercise a judicial discretion in the 
admission of this evidence or that he 
exercised that discretion improperly or 
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irregularly so as to warrant the inter- 
feronce of this Court in second appeal. 
After all ho was dealing with the record 
of a litigation which had taken place in 
his own Court. If he had simply sent 
for the file from his record room for in¬ 
spection it is quite probable that no 
objection would have been taken, and 
yet it is in many ways more convenient 
that the facts connected with a previous 
litigation should be proved by the ito- 
duction of certified copies than by the 
inspection or record which might not 
come before a higher Court in the case 
of a subsequent appeal. For these rea¬ 
sons I find no adequate ground for in¬ 
terference in this case and I dismiss this 
appeal v^ith costs. 

V.B./r.k. Appeal (lismis ed, 
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Tudjmll and Rafique. JJ. 

Secy, of State —Opposite Party—Ap¬ 
pellant. 

V. 

Abdul Salam Khan —Petitioner—Pves- 
pondent. 

First Appeal No. 379 of 1913, Decided 
on 23rd March 1915, from decree of 

Dist. Judge, Moradabad, D/- 7th June 
1913. 

Land Acquisition Act (I of 1894), S. 36 
(2) Agrscultural land acquired for quar¬ 
rying “kankar” temporarilj'—Damages can 
be ascertained after expiry of the period of 
lease. 

\\ here culturable l.xnd is acquired laiijpo- 
rariJy for the purpose of (pr.rrrviug kaiikir 
therefrom, compensation for re-fevelling the 
land and m:»lang it fit for cultivation shall bo 
calculated at the expiry of the period for which 
the l\nd has been temporarily acquired, iuas- 
much as it is impossible to sav iu .advance v.hat 
damage will be caused to the land and what 
it will cost to make that damage good. 

[P 47S C 2} 

A, E, Ryvea —for Appellant. 

for. Respondent. 

Judgment. This appeal arises out of 
proceedings taken under S. 35, Land 
Acquisition Act. Government acquired 
an area of 4 acres 20 poles, situated 
in the village of Manakpur Naroli, 
temporarily foi a term of two years 
under the section for the purpose of 
quarrying kankar. The land was cuL 
turable land in the hands of tenants, 
Compensation was offered to the tenants 
for the period of thair cusfcor and a sum 
of Rs. 105-6-0 was offered as compan- 
safcion to the zamindar and it was ex¬ 
plained to him that on the expiry of ihe 
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two years’ term, he would be entitled 
to further compensation for any damage 
done to the land, under S. 36, Cl. (2), 
Land Acquisition Act. He objected to 
the amount offered to him and he put 
forward his plea in this way: that by 
reason of the kankar being dug the sur¬ 
face of the land would be lowered, earth 
would have to be brought from else¬ 
where to raise it and make it fit for 
cultivation. Tliis being so lie was en¬ 
titled to-two sorts of compensation, (l) 
to two years' rent for the period of occu¬ 
pation and (2) to compensation at the 
rate of Ls. 18 per bigha kham for level¬ 
ling the ground and for bringing earth 
from other plots to make the ground fit 
for cultivation. This he put forward on 
24th October before the Collector. The 
Collector refused to grant him any sum 
more than the amount offered and be 
applied for a reference to the District 
Judge. 

Before the District Judge he again 
claimed the same compensation and 
asked for an order awarding compen- 
sation for levelling the ground after the 
two years. The learned District Judge 
awarded to him the sum of Es. 198-6-0. 
He arived at this figure by calculating 
approximately the amount of kankar 
which would probably be dug out of 
the area occupied and valued it at 
Rs. 7-H.O per bigha. The total area being 
26 higlias 19 biswas he awarded Enpees 
198-8-0. Government lias appealed and 
the respondent lias also filed ohjoctions, 
claiming that ho is entitled to compen¬ 
sation at the rate of Es. 18 per bigha as 
he has all along claimed. In our opi¬ 
nion the method adopted by the learned 
District Judge is absolutely wrong. 
There was no (juastion of the valuation 
of the kankar at all. The respondent put 
forward no claim thereto. Ho had asked 
merely for two years’ rent plus compen¬ 
sation at the rate of ]\s. 18 jier bigha 
to cover the cost of ro-levelling the land 
and making it fit for cultivation. We 
ha\'o to point out that the compensation 
olVored by the Collector amounted to 
four times the annual rent paid by the 
tenants of the land. It is quite clear 
that the respondent is also entitled to 
compensation under S. 3(), Cl. (2) of the 
Act, i.o., compensation which is to cover 
the cost of vo-lovelling the land and 
imaking it tit for cultivation. But an exa- 
'mination of tho section will show that 


this amount of compensation has to be 
calculated at the expiry of the period 
for which the land has been temporarily 
acquired. The reason of this is obvious 
for it is impossible to say in advance 
what damage will be caused to the land 
and what it will cost to make that dam¬ 
age good. The respondent has really in 
his petition asked for the payment of 
that compensation in advance. But he 
is not entitled to this in “this'* pro¬ 
ceeding. His application in respect 
thereto is premature. He only asked 
for two years’ rent. The Collector awar¬ 
ded him four years’ rent. In our opi¬ 
nion he has been liberally treated. We 
therefore allow the appeal. We set 
aside the award of the District Judge. 
We award to the respondent Es. 106-6-0 
as offered to him by the Collector in 
the beginning. It will still be open to 
him on the expiry of the period for which 
the land has been acquired to apply for 
the compensation mentioned in S. 36, 
Cl. (2), which he has claimed at Es. 18 
per bigha and in respect to which wo 
express no opinion in the present pro¬ 
ceeding. The objections are disallowed 
with costs and the appellant will have 
his costs in both Courts. 

,v.b,/r.k. Appeal allowed* 
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Richards, C. J. and Rapique. J, 
Munni Plaintiff—Appellant. 

V. 

Madan Oopn/—Defendant —•Respon¬ 
dent. 

Letters Patent Appeal No. 32 of 1915, 

Decided on oth November 1915. from 

decree of Piggott. J. in Second Ap. 

peal No. 698 of 1913. D/- 6th January 
19lo. 

Tronster of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 54 
bole deed in favour of minor is valid— 
Minor can sue—Contract Act (9 of 1872), 

A salo-deed of n houso executed in (nvour of 
anunorisa valid tr.uis.iction aud the luioor 
can sue for possession of the same after the 

transaction js complete. 30 Cal, 539* 4 J C 388 

=uui a r 0. 20 . «./. ’[P 479 0 2] 

—for Appellant. 

I for Respondent. 

Judgment.— By ,Our order, dated 9th 

July 1915, we referred an issue to the 
Court below. The finding on this issue 
has now been returned. We think it 
dosirablo very shortly to refer to the 
nature of tho suit. The plaintiff is the 
daughter-in-law of the defendant. 
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suit is a suit to recover possession of a 
house. The house admittedly belonged 
at one time to the defendant. The house 
was under attachment in execution of a 
decree against the defendant. Before 
the sale, a deed of transfer was executed 

favour of the plain¬ 
tiff. She was his daughter-in-law and 
her husband (the son oi the defendant) 
was then alive. 

It was alleged on behalf of the 
plaintiff that she paid the purchase- 
money of the house and became the 
purchaser. It was alleged on behalf of 
the defendant that the whole transac. 
tion was fictitious and that no considera- 
tion of any kind ever passed. As the 
result of the finding of the Court below 

referred, it is now 
established that the money was really 

paid by the father of the plaintiff at the 
time of the attachment and was duly re 

nn ul defendant. There can be 

actually 

purchase was inten- 
wh Tbe question is 

£ posses- 

f borne in 

‘be deed of 

h£n ‘be defendant that 

abLln?«r 11 °" f ‘be house was 
?the?r I"' T°‘b ‘be decision 

Of their Lordships of the Privy Council 

°/ f Of^^-'rmodas 

NaZvn.r^n^ ‘be case of Navakoti 
fr^r ^ ^■^°Valir,ga Chetty (2) 

Zl o rmTh ‘b® otber side the 

and SI,anker (3) 

V PTafi w°^ ^^Ohunath Bakhsh 

r , ^luhaminad Bakhsh U) 

‘trans er r°°' debues 

a lt£ ^ property- as an act by which 
ng peijson conveys property to one 

selfT"? °‘^®" persons, or to him- 

C1 fh)”^ f°fi°" “°''® b'''o® persons. S. 6 

olas= nf°/ ®®“® ^®‘ ‘orth the. 

£ V, ^ transfers of property which can- 
not be „ade. It does not state that a 
transfer cannot be made to a minor. .S. 7 

‘b®;‘ 0''0''y person competent to 
ontraot and entitled to transferable pro- 
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(1) [1903] 30 Cal. 539=50 I. A. 114=7 C 

(21 rioXotl?® tt- *21 (P. C.) 

(31 ^tad. 312=4 I. C. 383. 

!?{ 33 All. 657=11 I. C. 20. 

(*) U91S] 18 O. 0.115=30 I. C. 200. 


W. 


perty IS competent to transfer such, 
property. Nowhere in the Act is it pro. 
vided that a minor is incapable of being 
a transferee of property, and as a matte? 
of practice we are well aware that trans 
fers of immovable property are every 
day made to minors. S. 197 by neces 
sary _ implication shows that a perioni 
who IS not competent to contract, may 
be the donee of immovable property, and 
that even in the case of property burde¬ 
ned with an obligation, if after he has 
become competent to contract and aware 
of the obligation, retains the property 
he becomes bound. It seems to us that 
the argument on behalf of the defendant 
amounts to this, that the present suit to 
recover possession of the house must be 
regarded in exactly the same way as if 
the plaintiff was bringing a suit for spe- 
cific performance of a contract. In our 
Opinion, it ought not be so regarded It 
could hardly be said, if it was shown be 
yond all doubt the the father of the 
plaintiff entered into a contract for the 
sale of this property and instead of 
taking the conveyance himself had direc¬ 
ted the vendor to execute the conveyance 
in favour of his daughter, that she would 
not be entitled to recover possession of 
the property. This in all probability 
was exactly what happened in the pre. 
sent case; hut even if we assume on be. 
half of the defendant that it was the girl 
herself who entered into the contract and 
that It was her money which was paid 
to the defendant, it can make no diffe- 
rence As soon as the defendant re-! 
ceived the purchase-money and executed 
the conveyance, she became entitled to 
the possession of the property. 

different coneiderations would 

arise if after having agreed to sell the pro¬ 
perty, the defendant before receiving the 
price had refused to execute a conveyance 
and the plaintiff was driven to a suit 
for specific performance. In such a case, 

the plaintiff would have to set up the 
contract. In our opinion, the decision 
of the Court below and also of the lear 
ned .Judge of this Court were not correct' 

We accordingly allow the appeal, set 
aside both the decrees of the Courts 
below and also the decree of- the learned 
Judge of this Court and decree the plain¬ 
tiff s claim with costs in all Courts iu- 
oluding both hearings in this Court, 

v.b./h.k. Appeal allowed. 
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Richards, 0. J. and Piggott, J. 

Mt, Kcsar /uuiwrt?-~ Defendant—Ap¬ 
pellant. 

V. 

Kashi Earn —Plaintiff—Respondent. 

Second Appeal No. 931 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 1st July 1915, frona decree of 
Sub-Jndge, Aligarh. 

Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 61 
—Condition of paying off subsequent mort¬ 
gage money before redeeming first is not 
enforceable if subsequent mortgage is barred 
by time, 

simL^lo mortgage was executed in favour of 
the mortgagee of the same property under a 
previous usufructuary mortgage with a cov¬ 
enant that the mortgagor would pay the money 
(Rro 11 nclor the second liondfirsl. and then that 
liuo under the usufriictnary mortgage. The 
mortgagor brought a suit to redeem the first 
mortgage at a time when a suit to recover the 
monev due under the second bond was barred 

a 

by limitation: 

that the mortgagor was entitled to re¬ 
cover possession of the property without, paying 
'ho monev due under the second mortg.rgo. 

[P -ISI C 1] 

Sand Chandra ChnndJiri’—ior Appel¬ 
lant. 

Tej Bahadur Sapru —for Respondent. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of 
a suit lirou^ht to redeem certain pro¬ 
perty which was made the subject of a 
usufructuary mortgage, dated 13th Feb¬ 
ruary 18S0. Tito principal sum secured 
was Rs. 900, and the mortgage deed ex- 
jirossly provided tbab the usufruct was 
to go against the interest and that the 
mortgagor should not he entitled to an 
account from the mortgagee of the pro¬ 
tits. The defence to the suit was that 
there had been a subsequent mortgage 
dated 7bh July 1882, and that under the 
terms of this mortgage plaintilT could 
not succeed in the present suit without 
first paying olT the amount due for prin¬ 
cipal and interest under tlio lastmen- 
tionod mortgage. The first Court gave 
elToct to the defence and dismissed the 
suit. The lower appellate Court allowed 
the appeal. 

The second mortgage was for a sum of 
Ks. 95, repayable with interest at tlio 
rate of 30 i* 0 r cent, per annum. The 
deed, after reciting the facts that the 
property had been previously mortgaged 
contains the following provisions: 

“U is furlbor stipulated that I should first 
[uy the money duo mulor this bond, and after 
that 1 should pay the mortgage money,” 

It is clear from the terms of this mort¬ 
gage, taken in conjuitotion with the fact 
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that the whole usufruct was to be ap- * 
plied to the keeping down of interest 
upon the first mortgage, that the second 
mortgage was in fact a simple mort¬ 
gage. So long as it remained un¬ 
paid the interest would accumulate at 
the rate of 30 per cent, per annum, 
and according to the covenant the money ) 
due thereunder for principal and interest | 
must be paid before the mortgagor re- ■ 
deemed the first mortgage. No principal | 
or interest had over been paid upon foot \ 
of this second mortgage. At the date of | 

institution of the present suit a suit to ■ 

enforce payment of the second mortgage : 
would be barred hv limitation, unless it 

• * * I 

can ho said that on the true construction 
of the deed it w'as not open either to the 
mortgagor to pay oil the 'amount due, or 
to tho mortgagee to bring a suit until 
such time as the mortgagor was ready 
to redeem the earlier mortgage. It 1 
seems to us absolutely clear that if the i 
mortgagor, a year after the execution of 
tho second mortgage, liad tendered the 
sum of Ks. 9.J, ])lus a year’s interest 
thereon, the mortgagee would have been 
legally bound to accept the same. He 
certainly could not liave refused the 
tender by reason of the stipulation in 
the second bond that the mortgagor 
should pay the money due thereunder 
before ho paid the mortgage on the 
earlier bond. Just in the same way we 
consider that if the mortgagee had 
brought a suit to enforce the second bond 
tho mortgagor could not have success- 
fully pleaded that such suit was prema¬ 
ture. 

The result is that we must take it 
that had a suit been brought on Hth 
August 1912 (that is, the day on which 
tho written statement was filed) on the 
second mortgage, tlie same would have 
been barred by limitation. Wo will as¬ 
sume that had the plaintiff brought tho 
present suit before the second mortgage 
was barred by limitation and had the 
defendant pleaded that tho first mort- 
•gage could not be redeemed until after 
the second had been paid off, the plea 
would have been a good oue, Tho ques¬ 
tion remains whether such a plea is still 
good notwithstanding that the defendant 
is barred from maintaining any suit to 
enforce tho second mortgage. In effect 
tho defendant is asking the Court to en¬ 
force against this property a claim which 
is barred by time. We think that this 
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cannot be done and that the plaintiff is 
now entitled to reooyei* possession of 
property upon payment of the amount 
secured by the original mortgage. We 
dismiss the appeal with costs. 

V,B,/r,k. Ap'peal dismissed, 
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Knox, J. 

Shohrat Singh —Plaintiff—Appellant, 

V. 

Jhagru and others —Defendants—Kos- 
pondents. 

Second Appeal No. 492 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on Ist June 1915, from decree of 
Addl.^ub Judge, Gorakhpur. 

Landlord and tenant—Abadi — Landlord, 
owner of Right to house site is co-extensive 
with tenancy. 

In the United Provinces ordinarily the za- 
inindars are under Government owners of every 
inch of ground within a mahal whether that 
ground be cultivated or waste. If anyone other 
than the zamindar seeks to establish a title to 
any portion of the land, the burden is on him 
to prove the special circumstances or special 
contract under which he claims title. 

As long as the tenant cultivates the laud in 
the village ho will remain. If he abandons or 
IB ejected from the tenancy thou, unless there 
bo some special custom or coiijract to tbo con¬ 
trary, the silo reverts to the zamindar and the 

tenant who built the house at his risk has to re¬ 
move his materials and vacate the site. 

[P 483 G 1, 23 

Mamahant Malaviya —for Appellant. 
Nihal Chand^iov Respondonta. 

Judgment.— The plaintiff in the Coui t 

of first instance is admittedly, the za¬ 
mindar of Mauza Kataila. According to 
him the defendants were non-occupancy 
tenants who have been recently ejected 
from their oultivatory holdings in Mauza 
Kataila. He says that the defendants 
in the time of his predecessor, and with 
the permission of his predecessor, built a 
dwelling house and a cattle-shed for the 
purpose of agriculture. As the defendants 
have been ejected from all the cultiva- 
tory holdings, he contends that they have 
no longer any right of residence on the 
land in dispute. He asked them on seve¬ 
ral occasions to quit; but they have 
-failed to do so. His prayer to the Court 
was that he might be given a decree for 
possession oi 5 biswas of pukhta land as 
set out in the plaint and the defendants 
be directed to remove their materials 
from the land. 

The defendants in their written reply 
took up the position that the house built 
hy them was built for all purposes for 
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which a house could be used. It had 
been in existence for more than 12 years, 
indeed for many generations, hence the 
plaintiff is not entitled to recover posses¬ 
sion. The Court of first instance had no 
hesitation in awarding the plaintiff a 
decree. It held that the house was ap¬ 
purtenant to the agricultural holding and 
that when a tenant ceases to have any 
holding, his right of occupation in the 
abadi cases,—this, of course, in the ab¬ 
sence of a special contract to the con¬ 
trary and in this case no special contract 
was pleaded. It accordingly gave the 
plaintiff a decree for ejectment. 

The defendants went in appeal and 
their contention in appeal was practi¬ 
cally the same as in the Court of first in¬ 
stance, with this addition that there can 
be no presumptioa in law regarding the 
house of a tenant that that house was 
built merely for agricultural purposes. 
They laid stress upon the house being a 
very big one, consisting of three sections, 
defendants had always consiclorod it 
their place of residence, made additions to 
it from time to timo. and the suit was 
time barred. It will be noted in those 
pleadings that no suggestion has been 
made at any stage of the case that the 
defendants are possessed of more than 
one house in the abadi. The lower ap¬ 
pellate Court hold that there wore two 
points before it for determination; the 
first point that it laid down was whether 
the house in dispute was or was not ap¬ 
purtenant to the agricultural holding. 
Secondly, it said that there was abso¬ 
lutely no evidence on the record to show 
that the house site was an appurteiiance 
to the agricultural holding. There was 
no presumptioa in law that the house 
occupied by a tenant was of necessity an 
appurtenance to the cultivatory holding. 
The learned Subordinate Judge said that 
ho could find n j precedent to tiiis effect. 
On the contrary, he referred to the case 
of Mali Ram v. Mnmia Lai (i) and to 
the case of Net Ham v. Tcj Ham (2). As 
he understood these judgments he held 
that there was no presumption that a 
site occupied by a dwelling house of every 
agricultural tenant was necessarily an 
appurtenance to the agricultural holding. 
The question was a question of fact and 
not of law and it rested with the plain. 

(1) S. A. No. 1119 of 1911 decided on 23th 
October 1912. 

(•23 [1913]j20I. C. 260. 
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tii£f zemindar to prove that the house 
was the appurtenance of the tenancy. 
In the present case there was no evidence 
that the defendants held the site as an 
appurtenance; they must be held to have 
occupied the site adversely to the plain¬ 
tiff and his predecessor and they are now 
owners. 

This is a startling proposition. It 
amounts to this: that when thezamindar 
wishes to eject a tenant, who has been 
ejected from his tenancy, from the house 
occupied by him he must come into Court 
prepared with the proof that at the 
beginning of their relations the zamindar 
granted the respondent-tenants their po¬ 
sition in the abadi as appurtenant to 
their holding. If the zamindar cannot 
prove this, the tenants must be held to 
have occupied the site adversely to the 
zamindar, and, if they had been in posses¬ 
sion long enough, to be the owners of the 
house in dispute. The zamindar has 
come to this Court in appeal and has 
taken five pleas. First, that the Court 
below has erred in holding that the sites 
are not appurtenances to the holdings 
from which the tenants have been ejec¬ 
ted. Secondly, that, the Court is in error 
when it says that, as there is no evidence 
that the tenants held the sites as appur- 
tenanoes, they must be held to have occu¬ 
pied the sites adversely Jjo the plaintiff 
and his predecessors and have now be¬ 
come owners; thirdly, that it was for the 
defendants to prove that they occupied 
the land adversely to the zamindar. The 
remaining two pleas do not call for any 
notice. It must be remembered that 
throughout the present case there is no 
suggestion that the defendants have been 
occupying more than one house. The 
judgment speaks of sites, but on looking 
at the plaint I find that the plots are a 
house and a cattle-shed. There is no 
suggestion moreover from first to last 
that there was any special contract made 
between the original tenants and the 
original zamindar at the time of their 
entering into possession. It is the ordi- 
nary case of a site in the village abadi. 
The cases on which the learned Subordi¬ 
nate Judge has relied are not precedents 
that can be followed in the present ease. 
The ciicumstances in each case were 
different from the ciroumstanoes here. 
In Moll HtJvi v. Mmiuii Lol (l), the 
bowse in dispute was admittedly a house 
built and tenanted for agricultural pur- 


IdlS 

poses and the contention was that by a 
special custom prevailing in the village 
suoh a house could be sold. It is true 
that the learned Judge of this Court be¬ 
fore whom the case came used these 
words: 

"There is do legal presumption that every 
dwelling house belonging to an agrionlturist is 
appurtenant to bis holding. A house may or may 
not appertain to the holding, and the fact whe* 
ther it does appertain to the holding must be 
established in each case upon the evidence." 

But the learned Judge never went on, 
as the learned Subordinate Judge in 
this osse, to lay down that if a plaintiff 
failed to prove that the defendant held 
the houso as appurtenance, the defendant 
must be held to have occupied the bouse 
adversely and to be the owner thereof. 

In Moll Bam v. Mtinna Lai (l), the 
zamindar was not a party to the suit; 
the contending parties were the mort¬ 
gagees of a grove and of the house in the 
abadi and the defendants were the mort¬ 
gagors. In Net Bam v. Tej Bs^m (2), the 
contention was that the land in dispute 
was a piece of waste land in the abadi 
which the oosharers of the village had 
permitted the defendants to nse for 
stacking manure and keeping cattle and 
the house occupied by the tenant was not 
in dispute at all. The learned Judge in 
his judgment says: 

'Tn the abadi of a village the house of a 
tenant is the only thing that can bs said to be 
an appurtenance to his holding." 

What is an appurtenance to the hold¬ 
ing of an agricultural tenant, ha held, 
must be decided according to the oiroum- 
stances of each case. In the case before 
him the defendants had got a large area 
of land to cultivate, for which they re¬ 
quired a number of bullocks and other 
accessories and they must have a piece of 
land for their cattle and manure. And 
if the plot in suit had been allowed to 
remain in their possession for more than 
20 years by the zamindars of the village 
for the use of cattle and manure, the 
plots had become an appurtenance to the 
agricultural holding of the defendants. 
In this case too the extraordinary deci¬ 
sion was not arrived at, that if the plain¬ 
tiff did not prove that the. land in dis¬ 
pute was an appurtenance, the defen¬ 
dants, if they held possession for more 
than 12 years, had acquired a title by 
adverse possession and had become 
owners of the property in dispute. It 
seems to me that a decision of this kind 


Shohrat Singh v. Jhagbu (Keox, 1) 



idis 


PURAN Mal V. Tarip Allahabad 483 


shows a complete ignorance of the ordi¬ 
nary position in these provinces of zamin- 
dars and tenants with reference to a site 
in the abadi; ordinarily the zamindars 
are, und^r Government, owners of every 
inch of ground within a mahal, whether 
that ground be cultivated or waste. If 
any one other than t'je zamindar seeks to 
establish a title to any portion of this 
land, the burden is on him to prove the 
special circumstances or special contract 
under which he claims title. There are 
undoubtedly oases in which it can bo 
established, and is established, that ad¬ 
verse possession has been held and main¬ 
tained for a sufficient number of years 
and that proprietorship has passed away 
from the zamindar, but the presumption 
IS the other way. The zamindar admits 
a tenant into the village and in order to 
keep him contented and happy grants 
him a portion of the land within the so- 
called abadi and in some cases no doubt 
gives him permission to use other por¬ 
tions of the abadi for other purposes; but 
the tenant comes in as a tenant of the 
zamindar both as regards the cultivatory 
land and the site or sites in the abadi. 
It is^ contrary to Common sense that the 
zamindar would let a person occupy any 
portion of the land in a mahal except for 
purposes connected with the village. If 
the person in possession sets up a title 
adverse to the zamindar, it is for him to 
prove how he acquired the title. The 
learned Munsif was quite right in hold¬ 
ing that the presumption was in favour 
of the site occupied being an appurten¬ 
ance to the tenancy. Circumstances are 
quite different if it be the case that more 
than one site is held by the contest¬ 
ing quondam tenants, but I need not dis¬ 
cuss that question in this judgment, for 
that is not the case before me. The con¬ 
tention that the house was built for 
every purpose for which a house can be 
built is not entitled to much weight. 
The zamindar knows that the site in the 
abadi is his by right and that the tenant 
must know the same. If the tenant 
chooses to build on the site allotted to 
him by the zamindar a three storeyed 
house or some house out of the common, 
the zamindar is not bound to go and ex¬ 
postulate with him for having built such a 
house. As long as the tenant cultivates 
the land in the village he will remain. 

If he abandons, or is ejected from the 
tenanpy; then, unless there be some spe¬ 


cial custom or contract to the contrary,! 
the site reverts to the zamindar and the 
tenant who built the three storeyed houss 
at bis risk has to remove his materials 
and vacate the site. This is the general 
law of the land in my opinion. 

The result then is that I allow the 
appeal, set aside the decree of the lower 
appellate Court and restore that of the 
Court of first instance with costs in all 
Courts. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal decreed^ 
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Richards, C. J. and Banerji, J. 

Puran Mal —Defendant—Appellant. 

v. 


Tarif and others —Plaintiffs—Respon¬ 
dents. 

Second Appeal No. 1080 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 20th July 1915, from decision 
of Dist. Judge, Meerut, D/- 23rd 
1914. 

(a) Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 21 — Ad¬ 
missions in written statements cannot be used 
against other defendants. 

A statement made by a defendant in his writ¬ 
ten statement is not admissible in evidence 
against his co-defendant. [P 484 C 1] 

(b) Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), O. 9. R. 13— 
Order granting application is not appealable 
and cannot be questioned in appeal on final 
decree. 

An order setting aside an ex parte decree is 
not appealable and as such it oannot be ques¬ 
tioned in appeal from the final decree passed 
after restoration. [P 484 C 2] 

Kailash Nath Katju and Tej Bahadur 
Sapru —for Appellant. 

Baldeo Bam Dave for Siindar Lai —• 
for Respondents. 

Judgment.—This appeal arises out of 
a suit brought by an alleged reversioner 
against the transferors of a deceased 
Hindu widow. The Court of first in¬ 
stance dismissed the plaintiffs' suit. The 
lower appellate Court reversed the de¬ 
cree and decreed the plaintiffs' claim. 

The widow was one Mt. Hukmo. She 
made an alienation of the whole property 
as far back as the year 1888 in favour of 
one Shibba. Shibba on 16th May 1896 
transferred part of the property so alie¬ 
nated to him to the defendant Puran 
Mal. The Court of first instance found 
that Mt. Hukmo had died some 18 years 
before the institution of the suit, giving 
somewhat cogent reasons for its finding, 
The lower appellate Court found the ut¬ 
most difficulty in believing the plaint'ffs' 
story as to the date of the death of Mt. 
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IIukiDO. It appears however that when 
the present suit was first instituted, 
in addition to Puran Mai the two 
daughters-in-law of Shibba were made 
parties. The plaintiffs in their plaint 
liad alleged that Mt. Tlukmo had died a 
year before the institution of the suit. 
The two lady defendants in their writ¬ 
ten statement had said that Mt. Hukmo 
died' four and quarter years before the 
institution of the suit. The ladies do 
not appear to have taken any further 
stop of any kind in defending the suit, 
and in the first instance it was decreed 
ox parte. Puran Mai subsequently ap¬ 
plied to have the ex parte decree set aside 
and was successful. The learned District 
dudgo, after stating that he does not be¬ 
lieve tlio plaintiffs’ evidence as to the 
date of the death of Mt. Ilukmo, pro- 
oodded as follows: 

“Tho fact that Mt. Misri and Mt. Manno said 
originally that Ilukmo died four years ago is to 
my mind tho ono piece of unlaintccl evidonoo in 
the whole case and I would be prepared to ac* 
cept it. By their admissions Mt. Misri and Mb. 
Manno stood to lose that portion of the pro* 
porty of liar Narain hold by ^Ib. Ilukmo which 
she had passed to Shibba.’* 

It is certainly somewhat suspicious 
that the Musammats who never fought 
out the case should have been so particu¬ 
lar to allege the date of the death of Mt. 
Ilukmo. It is also somewhat romarkahlo 
that the plaintiffs at once accepted the 
date and had their plaint amended. The 
two Musammats had absolutely nothing 
to gain by putting in their written state¬ 
ment that Mt. Ilukmo died four and a 
quarter years before the suit. It could not 
have helped them in any way in making a 
defence to the suit. Their motive for mak¬ 
ing tho statement is very obscure, unless 
they intended to help the plaintitT. Why 
tho plaintiffs should have amended their 
plaint when they were getting an ex 
parte decree is also not very clear. 
Ilowovor, in our opinion, the statement 
.made by these ladies in their written 
statement was not evidence against 
jPuran Mai. Tho ladies wore not called 
‘as witnesses. It is olear therefore that 
if tho statement of the ladies bo excluded 
in tho opinion of both the Courts below 
tlie plaintiffs failed to prove the death 
of Mt. Hukmo within 12 years of the in¬ 
stitution of tho suit. The onus undoubt¬ 
edly lay upon the plaintitTs of proving 
tlio death of Ilukmo within 12 years, so 
as to show that they had a subsisting 


title at the date of the inatitution^of thd 
suit. The learned District Judge has 
however decreed the plaintiffs’ claim on 
the ground that the trial Court ought 
never to have sot aside the ex parte de¬ 
cree. In our opinion the question of the 
propriety of setting aside tho ex parte 
decree was a matter which could not be 
considered by the learned District Judge 
in appeal. No appeal is given by the 
Code from an order setting aside an ex 
parte decree. It cannot be taken excep¬ 
tion to later on in a regular appeal, be¬ 
cause it did nob affect the merits of tho 
case. This has been repeatedly hold by 
this Court. In our opinion tho decree 
of the Court of first instance was correct 
and ought to be restored. We accord¬ 
ingly allow the appeal, set aside the de¬ 
cree of tho lower appellate Court and re¬ 
store the decree of the Court of first 
instance with costs in all Courts, includ¬ 
ing in this Court fees on the higher 
scale. 

v.b./r.k. Appeal allo\Ded. 
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Richards, G. J. 

Bap Lai —Applicant. 

v» 

Emperor —Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. Case No. 780 of 1915, 
Decided on 29th October 1915, against 
order of Disb. Magistrate, Mainpuri, 

Criminal Trial—Complaint by Magiatrato 
—He should not pass order in that case. 

A Magistrate ought not to mako any ordor in 
any ciso in which ho is ovou-tho nominal com¬ 
plainant. [P 4P6 C 1] 

Satya Chandra Miiherji ■ for Appli* 
cant. 

Assistant Government Advocate - for 
the Crown. ^ 

Judgment. —This is an application 
in revision against the order of the Dis- 
trict Magistrate. It appears that there 
was a suit in the Small Cause Court in 
1912 in which Rup Lai was plaintiff. The 
suit was a suit on a bond. It is alleged 
that the bond was a forgery. Appli¬ 
cation was made by the then Distriot 
Magistrate to the Judge of the Small 
Cause Court for sanction to prosecute. 
This sanction was granted and the case 
was taken oognizanoo of by the Distriot 
Magistrate who sent it on to a Magis¬ 
trate of the First Class. The result of 
his inquiry was that the accused Rup 
Lai was discharged. The proseoutioD 
considered it desirable that should 
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be farther enquiry and that the pro¬ 
priety of the order of the Magistrate 
discharging Rap Lial should ' be con¬ 
sidered. The application was made to 
the District Magistrate. He directed 
Rup Lil to show cause why the order 
discharging him should not be set aside. 
Ooutisel appeared or behalf of Rup Lai. 
No exception-was taken to the District 
•Magistrate hearing the case and he 
ordered that the order of discharge be 
set aside. In the present application, it 
is argued that the District Magistrate 
has all along been the complainant and 
that the present District Magistrate is 
the complainant notwithstanding that 
the orginal complainant was his pre- 
decessor-in-office and that a District 
Magistrate who is a complainant ought 
not to make any »orddr in the case. It 
is further contended that the order of 
the Magistrate, who discharged Rup Lai 
is correct and ought not to be interfered 
with. 

In my opinion, if the order discharging 
Rup Lai was wrong, there is no reason 
why it should not be set aside. But I do 
not desiire to express any opinion on the 
Correctness or incorrectness of the order 
Of discharge. While I think it is to be re¬ 
gretted that the attention of the learned 
District Magistrate was not called to the 
fact that ho was the nominal complain 
ant it is nevertheless^clear that a Magis¬ 
trate ought not to make an order in any 
case in which he is even the nominal com¬ 
plainant. I think that the order should 
be set aside and it will be for the Crown 
to consider whether it is expedient to 
move furbher in the matter. If it is con¬ 
sidered expedient to move an application 
can be made to the Sessions Judge who 
has jurisdiction in the matter. I ac¬ 
cordingly set aside the order of the Dis¬ 
trict Magistate dated 5th August 1915. 

V.B./r.K, Order set aside. 
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Knox, J. 

Emperor 

V. 

Panohu and another^ Opposite Party. 

Criminal Revn. Petn. No. 508 of 1915, 
.Decided on 25th October 1915, from 

iOrder of Dist. Magistrate, Gorakhpur, 

Evidence Act (1 of 1872), S. 27 Confc*- 
.s|on—Pointing out of dhaluta tree by accused 
to police—Statement i* not admissible. 

^ -In apolice investigation of a, case under 
S, 338,,I. 0„ the accused said to the darogha: 


* 1 gave seed of dhatura.’* On being asked from 
where the seed came, the accused pointed out to 
the ofScer a dhatura tree. 

Held : that the statemeut was inadmissible 
in evidence, tP'485C2] 

Judgment.—Read explanation fur-j 
nishod by the District Magistrate. It 
appears that in the course of a police 
investigation into a charge under S. 328, 
I. P. C., the prisoner Indrason pointed 
out a dhatura tree and said “ from this 
I took the fruit.” TheJacb of pointing 
out the dhatura tree and the words ac¬ 
companying it wore deposed to by the! 
witness Ablakh. The sanm witness was 
allowed to aay farther : 

“He (meaning the Sub-Inspector) asked In¬ 
drason who gave the gur and Indrason said he 
gave it. He also said “I gave seed of dhatura.” 
The darogha said “where did you bring the 
seed.” He said “there was tree at Chillor 
Ahir’s Kala.” The darogha said “come and 
point oul.” All of us went.” 

There can be no doubt whatever that 
the whole of the statement above recited 
was inadmissible as evidence. No fact 
is deposed to as discovered in conse¬ 
quence of the information said to be 
given by Indrason. If we take it that 
the fact of the dhatura tree was a dis¬ 
covery in consequence of the information 
received from Indrason, then and then 
only such information as related dis¬ 
tinctly to the fact thereby discovered 
might be i)rov6d. The fact that Itidra- 
son pointed out the tree and said that 
from it he took the fruit is all that 
related to the fact thereby discovered. 
But, as pointed out by West, J., in Beg. 
V. Jora Hasji (l) : 

“It is not all statements connected with the 
production or finding of property which are ad¬ 
missible; those only which lead immediately to 
the discovery of property, and so far as they do 
load to such discovery, are properly admissible. 

... Other statemontsconnected with the one thus 
made evidence, and so mediately, but not neces¬ 
sarily or directly, connected with the fact dis 
coveted, are not to be admitted, as this would 
rather be an evasion than a fulfilment of the 
law, which is designed to guard prisoners ac¬ 
cused of oSences against unfair practices on 
the part of the police. For instance, a man 
says: “you will find a stick at such and such a 
place. I killed Rama with it.” A policeman, 
in such a case, may be allowed to say he went 
to the place indicated, and found the stick; but 
any statement as to the confession of murder 
would be inadmissible.” 

By similar reasoning the evidence of 
Ram Gobiud quoted by the learned 
Magistrate is equally inadmissible as 

_ ■ ■—I ■ I I — - — - ■ ^ 

(1) [1874] 11 B. H. C. R. 242, 
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6yideno6 and should hava been rigorously 
excluded. Let the record be returned. 


V.P./RK. 


Becord returned. 
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Bichards, C. J. and Banerjee, J. 

Mahomed Hashmat AH and another — 
Plaintiffs—Appellants. 

V. 

Kaniz Fatima and o^/iers—Defendants 
—Kespondente. 

Second Appeal No. 228 of 1914, De¬ 
cided on 8th January 1915, from decision 
of Sub-Judge, Moradabad. 

Transfer of Property Act (4 of 1882), S. 6— 
Contract not to claim property by inheritance 
in future for good consideration is not illegal. 

There is DOthing illegal in a person, for good 
consideration, contraotiug not to claim a share 
in a property in the event of his becoming en* 
titled to it on the decease of a living person. 

[P d86Cl] 

B. E. C'Conor and Tej Bahadur Sapru 
—for Appellants. 

Mahomed Abdul Majid and Hamids 
ullah Khan —for Respondents. 

Judgment. —This appeal arises out of 
a suit for partition. The defence was that 
many years ago one Khurshed Jahan, 
through whom the plaintiffs claim, com¬ 
promised certain disputes by abandoning 
not only all rights which were then vested 
in her, but also the possibility of her suc¬ 
ceeding to shares as one of the heirs of 
her mother. There is no doubt that a 
suit was compromised by the lady upon 
these terms and that the compromise was 
acted upon, an arbitration held and the 
award incorporated into a deoree in ao- 
oordanoa with the award. It is contended 
on behalf of the appellants that under 
the provisions of S. 6. T. P. Act. it is im¬ 
possible for any parson tc transfer the 
chance of becoming entitled to a share 
in the property of a living person. This 
no doubt is quite oorreot, but it seems to 
ua that there is nothing illegal in a per- 
son. for good consideration oontraoting 
not to claim in the event of his becoming 
entitled on the decease of a living person. 
This 13 in reality the substance of what 
happened in the year 1868. Wa aocord- 
ingly agree with the view taken by the 

Court below and dismiss the appeal with 
costs. 

v.b./r.k. iippca/ dismissed. 
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Richards, 0. J. and Rapiqub, J. 

Jaikarctn and others — Defendants*^ 
Applicants. 

V. 

Janki Sahu and offers—Plaintiffs— 
Respondents. 

Privy Council Appeal No. 16 of 1915, 
Decided on 5tb Novamber 1916. 

Civil P. C. (5 of 1908), S. 110 (2)—Value of 
interest held not over Rs. 10,000 and leave 
wae not granted. 

Certain suits for deolaration of ownership in 
respect of certain plots were valued in all at 
above He. 10,000 and were tried together. The 
salts were dismissed. One of the suits was 
valued at above Bs. 5,000 and an appeal wav 
filed to the High Court. The High Court de* 
creed the suit and the defendant applied for 
leave to appeal to His Majesty in Connoil on the 
ground that the decree "directly or indirectly 
involves some claim or question to or respeoting 
property of more than 10,000” inasmuch as 
a large amount of money was expended on the 
plot in question which was a graden. 

Held: that under the olrcumstanoes of the 
case the value of the defendant's interest was 
uotover Rs. 10,000 and that therefore no leave 
could be granted. [P 468 0 2] 

M. L. Agarwala^iox Applicants, 

Lakshmi Marain Tewari—iot Respon¬ 
dents. 

(Facts appear in the following judgment 
delivered in First Appeal No. 93 of l9l3, 
decided on 28rd March 1915.) 

Richards, C. J. and Banerji, J, — 
This appeal arises out of a suit in whioh 
the plaintiffs claimed that they might 
be declared to be the owners of a plot 
of land specified in the plaint, and that 
the defendants had no right thereto. 
The defendants were at one time un¬ 
doubtedly the zamindara of tbs plot in 
suit and other plots, and the plaintiffs 
were tenants in the village. Prima 
facie therefore the plainliffs’ claim re¬ 
quires careful scrutiny and considera¬ 
tion. At first sight it is not very prob. 
able that the zamindars would confer 
absolute ownership on tenants. There 
are however, some very remarkable oir- 
oumstanoes conneoted with the case, 
which are established beyoud all doubt. 
The plot of land in dispute in this ap¬ 
peal forms portion of what was at the 
time of the institution of the suit, and 
now is a substantial garden enclosed by 
brick walls with an area of three bighas 
odd. The plaintiffs say that they have 
been in possession for 14 years, Whe¬ 
ther they were in possession as long as 
14 years or npk, beyond doubt they wore 
a very lon§ in possession. Qn thp 
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defendants’ own showing they have 
been there since the year 1903. The 
plaintiffs alleged that they bad spent no 
less than Rs. 27,000 on the three bighas 
odd of land in erecting walls, sinking 
wells, constructing buildings and plant¬ 
ing trees. The amin reported that 
Bs. 20,000 had been spent. It is not 
very easy now to ascertain the actual 
amount, but beyond question a very 
large sum was expended on a small area 
of land. The defendants stood by and 
saw the walls and buildings being erec¬ 
ted, the wells being sunk and trees being 
planted, and never moved in any way. 
Finally, however in the year 1911 they 
served a notice on the plaintiffs calling 
upon them to take out lease for a fixed 
period of the major portion of what com¬ 
prises the bagh. Their next step was to 
bring a suit in the Revenue Court, alleg¬ 
ing that the plaintiffs were mere non- 
oooupanoy tenants from year to year 
and therefore liable to immediate evic- 
tion. There was no suggestion that the 
plaintiffs had got possession of the land 
upon terms which they had unreason¬ 
ably and dishonestly refused to carry out. 

The plaintiffs in the Revenue Court 
pleaded that' they were the owners of 
the land, with the result that the Reve¬ 
nue Court referred them to the civil 
Court to establish their title. The con¬ 
sequence was the institution by the 
plaintiffs of the present suit and several 
others which, we are informed, are pend- 
ing in appeal before the District Judge 
of Gorakhpur. It will thus be seen that 
the persons who are responsible for 
starting the litigation are not the plain, 
tiffs in the present suit, but the defen¬ 
dants who sought to take away from the 
plaintiffs the fruits of their expenditure. 
The plaintiffs’ story is that a good 
many years ago the defendants or their 
predecessors in-title sold to them the 
various plots which now make up the 
garden, the total sum paid being Rs. 170. 
They say that the interests of the se¬ 
veral owners were very small and 
that the interests of no one of the 
vendors was of the value of Rs. 100, 
that having purchased the land they 
proceeded to make the large outlay 
which undoubtedly was made. The evi¬ 
dence of the plaintiffs about the sale 
is uncontradioted and it seems to us that 
a reasonable inference from the evidence 
IS that the plaintiffs entered into a sepa¬ 


rate transaction with the owner of each 
plot. We sea no reason to disbelieve the 
story that any one plot was sold for a 
larger sum than Rs. 100. We might have 
some difficulty in believing the story of 
the alleged sale, unsupported its it is by 
any documentary evidence, had it not 
been for the strong corroboration affor¬ 
ded by the large expenditare on the plot 
and the acquiescence by all the zamin- 
dars in the expenditure and in the treat¬ 
ment of the land. It is not conceivable 
that the plaintiffs would have made so 
large an outlay in a small area of land if 
they were liable to eviction. If they had 
purchased the land it would explain the 
outlay. The defendants, who are res¬ 
ponsible for the litigation, have not told 
us a story that would be more probable 
and at the same time explain why the 
plaintiffs spent so large a sum. We think 
therefore we should accept the plaintiff’s 
version. It is next said that there was 
no legal necessity for the sale of the land. 
In our opinion the circumstances of the 
present case indicate in the strorgst man¬ 
ner possible that every sale was made by 
the managing members of the joint un¬ 
divided Hindu families. This in sub¬ 
stance is not disputed. 

It is suggested now that there must 
have been some arrangement between the 
plaintiffs and the defendants, or their 
respective predecessors-in-title, as to the 
use to which the plaintiffs were to put 
the land, and there may very well have 
been some arrangement about sharing in 
the fruits. As already stated, the defen¬ 
dants have told nothing about such an 
arrangement. They did not do so when 
they originally served the plaintiffs with 
notice, nor in the Revenue Court, nor in 
the Court below. They have tried to 
treat the plaintiffs as persons who were 
liable to eviction as non-occupancy ten¬ 
ants from year to year. If as the result 
of their own dishonesty they have lost 
some right they have only themselves to 
blame. It seems to us that in a dishonest 
way they commenced the present litiga¬ 
tion. In the absence of all reasonable ex¬ 
planation, from the defendants, we think 
that we ought to believe the plaintiffs’ 
story which is consistent with the circum¬ 
stances which are proved, the story being 
that the plaintiffs purchased the property 
from the owners at a fair and proper value 
and thereupon proceeded to expend a very 
large sum in enclosing the land, planting 
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trees and improving it. We think that 
under the-oircumstanoes of the present 
case the plaintiffs were entitled to the 
declaration which they sought. We ac¬ 
cordingly allow the appeal, set aside the 
decree of the Court below and decree the 
plaintiffs’ claim with costs in both Courts, 
including in this Court fees on the higher 
scale. 

Richards, C. J.—.This is an applica¬ 
tion for leave to appeal to His Majesty 
in Council. This Court reversed the de¬ 
cision of the Court of first instance. The 
value of the suit in the Court of first in¬ 
stance was less than Rs. 10,000, and the 
value of the proposed appeal to His 
Majesty in Council is less than Rs. 10,000. 
The facts of the case fully appear from 
the judgment of this Court, dated 23rd 
March 1915, [given above] and we cer¬ 
tainly do not feel in a position to certify 
that the case is “otherwise a fit one for 
an appeal to His Majesty in Council.” 
It is contended however that Cl. (2), 




t 
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S. 110 applies, because, aflthough the value 
of the original suit or of the proposed 
appeal does not exceed Rs. 10,000, never¬ 
theless the decree 


“directly or indirectly involves some claim or 
qnestioD to or respecting property of more than 
Rs. 10,000.*’ 


It cannot for a moment be suggested 
that the value of the applicants’ in¬ 
terest is over Rs. 10,000. It is however 
urged that the opposite side admitted in 
the Court below that a very large amount 
of money has been expended on the 
garden and that therefore the decree of 
this Court affects property of upwards of 
Rs. 10,000. In our opinion, the case 
does not come within the meaning of 
S. 110, Cl. 2. The proposed appellant 
has no concern whatever with the money 
which the opposite side expended upon 
the garden. Wo reject the application 
with cost^. 

v.b./r.k. AppliGation resected. 
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